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INSURANCE COMPANY, Lro. 
HEAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER, 





Established 1877. 


Capital, £200,000. 





This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 
HM. COURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 

all Departments of H.M. Government. , 

MORTGAGE and DEBENTURE INSURANCE. 

’ The ‘‘CLIMAX”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 





Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the oa 


and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 


R, KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary, 
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.-- £400,000 
. £278,130 


"LOANS MADE THEREON. 


be had at the Society’s Offices. 


ASH, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 
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IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 


In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 


To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LO88 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 


GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C, 
Mortgages on Licensed Properties Guaranteed promptly. 
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Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
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LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
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Current Topics. 


The New County Court Judge. 

Mr. Samvet Moss, M.P., barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Judge of County Courts on Circuit No.. 29 (Chester and North 
Wales), in place of Sir Horatio Luoyp, resigned. Mr. Moss 
was called in 1880. 


The Debate on Mr. Justice Grantham. 


THE motion that the House of Commons “ do resolve itself 
into a committee of the whole House to consider the report 
of the p ings on the trial of the election petition for 
Yarmouth, and the complaints that have been made of the 
partizan and political character of the condact during the trial 
of that petition of Mr. Justice GranrHam ” was withdrawn, but 
not until a liberal amount of abuse had been bestowed on 
that judge. To some extent this was justified, if we may 
assume that the report of the remarks ascribed to him while 
attempting to play the part of the judicial wag was correct, and 
its correctness does not seem to have been disputed: The example 
of Mr. Justice Caransetts (as previously defined in these 
columns) is infectious, and Mr. Justice GrantHaM appears, both 
when trying the petition and at a dinner given by the Mayor of 
Yarmouth, to have caught the infection badly and to have made 
some very silly observations. But this is widely different from 
corrupt decision on the petition owing to partizan prejudice— 
that is, to a conscious partiality perverting justice. e have 
never doubted that the decision was honest according to the 
lights of the judge, and the withdrawal of the motion means 
his acquittal on this charge; but we very much fear that his 
usefulness on the bench is ended. 


The Return of Fees on Promotion to the Bench. 
A CORRESPONDENT has usefully drawa attention to the question 
whether a counsel who is promoted to the bench ought to return 
the fees paid to him in respect of pending matters. We believe 
there is no rule of etiquette which precludes him from retaini 


for 





them, and in cases where he has already perused 
prepared himself to argue eaten, thane 'e Cons Fusiiiaaiion 
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the practice. Butin any other case it is difficult to understand 
on what ground it can be justified, and it is certain that high- 
minded counsel have refused to adopt it. Our correspondent of 
last week instanced Vice-Chancellor Wickens as having returned 
the whole of his fees, and another example (to which attention 
has been called by a contemporary) is to be found in Sir Jonn 
Hottiams’ Jottings of an Old Solicitor. He says: “I think 
the first intimation I had of the appointment of Lord 
Sgrporne as Lord Chancellor was the receipt of a cheque 
for the fees which had been paid on a brief in the House 
of Lords. The circumstances of the case might well have 
been thought to justify a different course. The papers were 
rather heavy and the question was a difficult one. The appeal 
had been in the paper for hearing on two days before the 
vacation, and Lord Szipornz had been in attendance on both 
days in the House of Lords ready to argue, and there had been 
at least one consultation, but the case was not reached before 
the vacation, in the course of which he became Lord Chancellor. 
Thus he had much trouble with the case, but he returned the 
whole of his fees.” Wesubmit that such examples as these 
ought to be followed in future by counsel on being raised to the 
bench. It will no doubt help towards this end if any of our 
readers who may be aware of similar cases will inform us of 
them. The matter is of much importance to suitors, since in the 
case of counsel in extensive practice the amount of fees paid 
but not earned is likely to be considerable. We heard some 
time ago that in one instance they came to something like £4,000. 


The Report on Company Law. 


Tae Report of the Board of Trade Committee on Company 
Law, which has been issued this week, can hardly be regarded as 
a strong document. The committee are so impressed with the 
magnitude of company business that they are afraid of inter- 
fering in any marked way with the formation and management 
of companies or with their facilities for borrowing money. 
“‘Convinced,” they say, “ of the beneficial operation of 
the present company system, we have felt that legisla- 
tion affecting interests of such magnitude demands great 
caution, and that, whilst it is desirable by all reasonable 
means to repress fraud, the utmost care should be taken not 
unduly to curtail the facilities and advantages under which 
honest enterprize has for so many years flourished and still 
flourishes.” Considering the enormous losses which the 
company system has caused, this preliminary blessing by 
a committee which has been summoned for the work of 
criticism is perhaps a little needless, and the caution of the 
committee is carried so far as to render them incapable of 
recommending changes which in principle they admit to be 
called for. They propose to extend the power of paying com- 
mission fur subscribing for shares, but hesitate to allow of the 
issue of shares at a discount—at any rate on the formation of 
the company—although it is admitted that the financial result is 
the same. They will not allow even private companies to be 
formed with less than seven members, although since Salomon’s 
case (45 W. R. 193; 1897, A. C. 22) the requirement of this 
number has been a meaningless formality. It would be “ very 
desirable,” they say, to stop the fraudulent use of debentures to 
which Bucxtey, J., called attention in Re London Pressed Hinge 
Co. (53 W. R. 407; 1905, 1 Ch. 576), but it is considered more 
important to keep undiminished the power of companies to trade 
with borrowed money than to preserve ordinary trade creditors 
from glaringinjustice. “ We think that it would be a mistake to 
do anything which would, in order to preclude the comparatively 
small number of fraudulent schemes, detrimentally affect the 
great body of honest companies carrying on business in the 
United Kingdom.” But why should honest companies object 
to restrictions intended to place a check upon admittedly dis- 
honest practices? And the committee have nothing to say 
about the exemption of directors from real responsibility and 
the use of ornamental names to attract the public. The result 
is that the interest of the document is largely in the three 
minority reports which object to the undue power of borrowing 
enjoy by companies, to the immunity of Bosceens, and to the 
fiction of the seven members. ‘‘The suggestion,” says Mr. Encar 
Srzyznz in his minority report on directors, “ that men will not so 
easily accept directorships under such conditions is, it is submitted, 





no answer. It is not directors who need protection, but the public,” 
But the excessive caution of the committee in respect to com. 
panies, and all that pertains to them, gives way just where it 
would have been serviceable, and the report revives the pro- 
posal for the publication of balance-sheets which was rejected 

Lord Davey’s Committee in their report of 1895. There appear 
to be no grounds for reversing the conclusion then arrived at, 


Suggested Amendments of Company Law. 

Bur wHiLe the committee’s dread of interfering with the 
present company system deprives the report of any great value 
as an instrument of reform, it contains a number of useful 
suggestions for the amendment of law in points of detail, 
Attention is called to the great diminution since 1900 of company 
registration, though this is more in respect of the amount of capital 
than of the number of new companies. In 1896 the total nominal 
capital was 285 millions; in 1905 it was under 109 millions. 
Of the various causes for this diminution suggested by the com- 
mittee, the South African War comes first, and then the increase 
in 1899 of the capital duty, and the stringency of the provisions 
of the Act of 1900 as to prospectuses. The prospectus has gone 
very much out of fashion, and, in lieu of this, vendors take up 
shares en bloc and then get rid of them gradually without 
prospectus. The committee propose to circumvent this device by 
requiring every company which does not file a prospectus to file 
a preliminary statement giving similar information to that 
prescribed in section 10 of the Act of 1900. But here the halt 
ing nature of the report is once more apparent. The committee 
are not ‘‘ very sanguine as to the practical usefulness of such s 
statement.”’ Then why recommend it? Perhaps we do no 
injustice to the report in saying that its style is a little 
exasperating. Then again, the great practical difficulties 
of deciding what are “ material contracts” for disclosur 
in the prospectus is admitted, but the committee cannot 
agree upon a remedy. All they do is to propose to give the 
court power to relieve directors against honest mistake. The 
restriction of underwriting commission in section 8 of the Ae 
of 1900 to companies which go to the public has been found 
very inconvenient, and this it is proposed to remove, and als 
to authorize payment of commission by a vendor. It is pm 
posed to alter section 14 so as to require the registration of 
the unsatisfied amount due under mortgages and charges created 
before the 1st of January, 1901, which would have required 
registration if created since, and to extend registration to all 
mortgages and charges on landed property and book debts ; and 
it is recommended that a creditor should be able to petition for 
winding up notwithstanding that his debt is not immediately 
payable. it is further proposed that a distinction shall be 
introduced between public and private companies. Private com 
panies are not to be excused from filing a balance-sheet, but they 
would be excused from filing the proposed preliminary state 
ment, and from the ad valorem stamp duty on the purchase 
of property acquired upon the conversion of a business into 
acompany. It is recommended that the ordinary memorandum 
of association should be curtailed by embodying the common 


clauses in a statutory schedule, and a new form of ‘Table A” J 


has been drafted and is appended to the report. Among minor 
amendments, it is proposed to enable a company to re-issue 
debentures which have been paid off, thus overruling Re George 
Routledge § Sons (53 W. R. 44; 1904, 2 Ch. 474) and Re Taskers 
Sons (53 W. R. 247; 1905, 1 Ch. 283); to relax in the case of 
companies the rule against clogging the equity of redemption; 
and to enable a contract to take debentures to be specifically 
enforced: see South African Territories (Limited) y. Wallinglm 
(46 W. R. 545; 1898, A. C. 809). 


The Law Society on Company Law Amendment 
Many or the suggestions contained in the Board of Trade 
Committee’s Report have already been the subject of criticism 
by a committee of the Law Society, and the report of the latter 
committee, which was adopted by the Oouncil, is printed in the 
appendix to the Council’s report for this year. The proposal t 
distinguish between public and private companies is dep 
as likely to lead to confusion and difficulty. According to the 
Board of Trade Committee, a private company should be one 
which codsists of not more than thirty members, and which by 
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its regulations restricts the right of transfer of shares, and also 
ibits the increase of members to more than thirty and any invi- 
tation to the public to subscribe for shares or debentures, It might 
be worth while to try to make this workable if the Chancellor of 
the Exchequer is prepared to give up ad valorem stamp duty on 
iyate conversions, but otherwise there seems no reason for 
the distinction. The separation made by the Companies Act, 
1900, between companies which go to the public and those 
which do not has already become established. The proposal 
to require the filing of a preliminary statement in cases where 
there is no prospectus finds no favour with the Council, and they 
face more boldly than the Board of Trade Committee the 
question of the issue of shares ata discount. After -all, the 
rohibition of such issue is only the effect of judicial decision 
Paved upon the scheme of the Companies Act, 1862. The 
principle has been undermined by the permission to pay under- 
writing commission upon public issues; this must be extended 
to private issues, and there seems then to be little reason 
for retaining the prohibition against issue at a discount. “The 
Council,” so runs the report, “‘ is of opinion that companies should 
have the greatest freedom to issue their capital upon such terms 
as they may think fit, provided full disclosure as to the terms of 
issue is made, and that the ae to issue shares at a discount 
by all companies should be fully recognized, in addition to, and 
independently of, the power to pay commissions, and that there 
should be no distinction between original and subsequent issues 
of capital.” The Council are firmly opposed to the compulsory 
filing of balance-sheets, and consider that if any such provision 
is introduced, it ought at any rate to be confined to companies 
having more than fifty members. They do npt advocate any 
change in the law as regards the creation of floating charges, 
but they approve of the suggestion that full protection should 
be given to directors, acting in good faith and with reasonable 
care, from liability in respect of acts arising from mistakes, 
errors of judgment, or honest inadvertence. 


Official Receivers and Secured Creditors. 


‘A terTeR which we print elsewhere raises an important 
question as to the duty of an official receiver towards a secured 
creditor who, by reason of his security being equitable, requires 
the official receiver’s assistance in realizing it. The case put by 
our correspondents is that of a deposit of a life policy with a 
bank to secure the depositor’s overdraft, accompanied by notice 
to the office, but without any memorandum of deposit. The 
depositor becomes bankrupt, and the overdraft exceeds the 
surrender value of the policy. Under these circumstances the 
entire equitable title is in the mortgagees, but the legal title is 
in the official receiver, and the office will not fay the surrender 
value to the mortgagees unless the official receiver concurs in 
the surrender. Such concurrence can, of course, be compelled 
if the mortgagees are willing to incur the expense of the 
necessary legal proceedings. The mere deposit without a 
written memorandum is evidence of an agreement for a legal 
mortgage (Hx parte Wright, 19 Ves. 255); and the mortgagees 
are entitled to forclosure and to an order for an assignment by 
the official receiver, this assignment to be at the ex of the 
estate: Pryce v. Bury (L. R. 16 Eq. 153n.). What, then, is the 
duty of the official receiver? It seems to be sufficiently obvious 
that he ought to concur in the surrender of the policy. The 
rule applicable to such a case is the same as that laid down for 
trustees of a valueless equity of redemption. ‘Trustees of an 
equity of redemption of lands mortgaged for more than their 
value may, it is conceived, release the equity of redemption to 
the mortgagee rather than be made defendants to a foreclosure 
suit, the costs of which, so far as incurred by themselves, would 
fall upon the trust estate”: Lewin on Trusts (11th ed.), p. 725. 
No authority is quoted for this, but it has appeared in succes- 
sive editions and has been acted on, and the convenience of 
the rule is sufficient justification. The Board of Trade, 
however, adopt a different course. They know that foreclosure 
means heavy expense to the mortgagee, while the official receiver 
can avoid expense by not appearing. Hence, in effect, they offer 
the mortgagee the choice Ai either incurring this expense or of 
paying to the official receiver a purchase price for a worthless 
equity of redemption. Doubtless this is done in the interest of 
the unsecured creditors, but none the less it is open to grave 





objection. The interests of the mortgagee also require to be 
taken into account, and we should have expected that the 
Board of Trade would have directed their official receivers 
to deal with the legal estate under such circumstances 
in accordance with the wishes of the secured creditor. The 
unsecured creditors have no beneficial interest in the mortgaged 

roperty, and the official receiver is not entitled to create an 
interest for them at the expense of the mortgagee. If the mort- 
gagee were to refuse to be thus penalized, and were to bring 
foreclosure, it is not beyond the bounds of possibility that the 
official receiver would be treated like a trustee whose conduct 
causes needless litigation and would be required to pay the costs 
personally. The case, as our correspondent observes, is a strik- 
ing example of the evils of officialism. The official mind is not 
proof against conduct which would be regarded as sharp practice 


in an individual. 


The Truck Acts. 

AN INTERESTING point under the Truck Acts was recently 
decided in the King’s Bench Division in Ireland in the case of 
Dean vy. Wilson. Proceedings were taken by the appellant, a 
factory inspector, against the mdent, the manager of a 
manufacturing company, for illegally fining a girl employed in 
the company’s mills as a “ reeler.” The company had for some 
years been in the habit of paying their reelers at the rate of 
1s. 4d. a day or 8s. a week of 55} hours; but, in order to secure 
punctuality and regular attendance at the mills, they paid an 
additional 2s. a week to each reeler who had attended every day 
and all day during the week. This was called a “‘ bonus,” and 
was not paid to any reeler who was absent for even one quarter 
of a day during the week. A notice to this effect was posted in 
the mills. The girl in question had been absent for a quarter 
of one day during a week; and at the end of the week she 
received as wages thesum of 7s. 8d. only; a deduction of 4d. 
being made for the quarter day, and the bonus of 2s. bein 
withheld. The magistrates dismissed the charge on the phase | 
that the 2s. so withheld was not “ wages” within the Acts, but 
merely a premium for punctual attendance. On a case stated, the 
High Court upheld this decision, holding that the 2s. was not 
earned any more than was the 4d. for the quarter day during 
which the girl was absent, and that the company was justified 
in using this mode of securing punctual attendance at their 
mills. It was not alleged on behalf of the company that 
there was any contract between employer and employed with 
regard to this deduction, to satisfy the requirements of the 
Act of 1896 in respect to fines deducted from-wages. The 
Act of 1831 defines ‘‘ wages” to mean “any money or other 
thing had, or contracted to be paid, delivered, or given as 
a recompense, reward, or remuneration for any labour done, 
or to be done, whether within a certain time or to a certain 
amount, or for a time or an amount uncertain.” Now, this so- 
called ‘‘ bonus” was, it is submitted, paid for labour done. The 
mode adopted for the calculation of the amount payable at the 
end of a week, was intended to secure that the labour done 
should be done regularly. But the labour having been done 
regularly, a certain sum became payable for that labour, and 
that sum, it is submitted, was “ wages” within the meaning of 
the Acis. If the Irish Court is right, it is clear that a door is 
opened wide for escape from the restrictions of the law on the 
deduction of fines from wages. If a bonus a paid for 
punctuality or regularity of attendance, surely a bonus may be 
paid for not damaging materials or for not doing any of the 
things for which fines are inflicted in many large factories under 
the restrictions contained in the Act of 1896. It can hardly be 
denied that such a system is contrary to the spirit and intention 
of the Acts, and we believe that the English courts would hold 
it to be contrary also to the letter of those Acts. 


Nuisance by Noise and Smoke of Motor 
Omnibuses, 

In connxction with the letter of Sir Taxzopors Marrty to the 
Times of the 7th of July, which appends a complaint (of which 
“no notice has been taken”) to the Commissioner of Police 
of “the stench, the noise, and the vibration’ caused to the 
inhabitants of Onslow-square ‘‘ by the ing of motor omni- 
buses through the western side of the square,” it may be well 
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to inquire what is the legal effect of section 15 of the Motor- 
car Act, 1903, by which it is provided that “‘ nothing in this 
Act shall affect any liability of the driver or owner of a motor- 
car by virtue of any statute or at common law.” Vibration, 
noise, and smoke on the part of a railway company were the 
grounds of complaint in the celebrated compensation case of 
Hammersmith Railway Co. v. Brand (L. R. 4 H. L. 171) (where 
they were held actionable, but not the subject of compensation), 
and section 13 of the Locomotives Act, 1861, which is saved from 
repeal by the Locomotives Act, 1896—the Act which authorizes 
the use of motor-cars, whereas the Motor-car Act only regulates 
that use—enacts that ‘‘ Nothing in this Act contained shall 
authorize any person to use upon a highway a locomotive engine 
which shall be so constructed or used as to cause a public or 
private nuisance ; and every such person so using such engine 
shall, notwithstanding this Act, be liable to an indictment or 
action, as the case may be, for such use where but for the 
passing of this Act such indictment or action could be main- 
tained.” Full effect was given to this enactment by the Court 
of Appeal in Powell v. Fall (5 Q. B. D. 597), where the owner of 
a traction engine was held liable in an action by a frontager for 
setting fire to his haystack; and looking to that case and to 
Rushmer v. Polsue (1906, 1 Ch. 234), where the increase of noise 
in a noisy neighbourhood was held actionable, it is possible 
(though the point is a difficult one, and motor-car law is directed 
more to the protection of travellers on, than frontagers of, high- 
ways) that frontagers might appeal to the law with some pros- 
pect of success. The point is of great importance in agricultural 
as well as urban districts, as both grazing and haymaking suffer 
greatly from motor-car dust, and if the present law is not strong 
enough to enable his Majesty’s subjects to procure the abate- 
ment of the nuisance, we hope it may be strengthened in an 
amending Bill to be passed before the expiration (see section 21) 
of the Act of 1993 on the 31st of December next. 


Right of Passenger by Tramcar to Break His 
Journey. 

In THE case of Bastable vy. Metcalfe, heard by the Divisional 
Court on the 4th of May, a similar point was raised in the case 
of a passenger by tramway as in Ashton v. Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Railway (1904, 2 K. B. 313), where the journey was 
by railway. The respondent, a passenger upon the tramways 
which belong to the Southampton Corporation, was summoned 
for travelling without paying his fare. It appeared that the 
respondent boarded the tramcar at a stopping-place called 
“Above Bar.” The conductor, having ascertained that he wished 
to be taken to “Holy Rood,” demanded the fare for the journey. 
This the respondent refused to pay, and produced for inspection 
a tram ticket which had been issued by the conductor of the 
tramcar leaving Shirley on the same day and travelling over 
the same route as the tramcar previously mentioned. 
The fare from Shirley to Holy od was one penny 
for the whole distance. The respondent stated that 
he had boarded a tramcar coming from Shirley 
to Holy Rood at a stopping-place between Shirley and 
the junction known as “ West Station,” and paid for and 
obtained the ticket which he so produced, and that he alighted 
at the junction, and having walked to the stopping-place 
‘* Above Bar,” entered the second tramcar. He contended that, 
having paid the proper fare and having obtained a ticket 
entitling him to be carried from the West Station stopping-place 
te Holy Rood, he was entitled to alight at the junction and com- 
plete his journey by the next tramear. The company, on the 
other hand, contended that by alighting at the junction and 
walking to the Above Bar stopping-place, he had broken his 
journey and had elected to terminate, and had in fact terminated, 
his journey at the junction. It was not necessary to put the 
case too high and to contend that, if a passenger rushed out of 
a car while it was waiting to get a box of matches or a news- 
paper, this would constitute a termination of the contract, 
inasmuch as there would then be no intention to discontinue the 
journey. The decision of the court, which was really founded 
on common sense and experience, was that the contract was to 
carry the passenger in one car, and not in a succession of cars, 
and was not 4 contract allowing him to get in and out of the car 


according to his convenience. 





Agreement for ‘‘a Lease’’ Without Specifying 






the Term. ciroums' 
In THE case of Austin v. Newham which came before Kzwygpy executi¥ 
and A. T. Lawrence, JJ., on the 7th of May, a rather curigy to enfo 





point was raised as to the construction of an agreement 9 law cou 
tenancy. The agreement was as follows: ‘“‘I agree to let » 
Aurrep Joun Newxam (the defendant) the shop and dwelling. for the ; 
house situated at No. 14, Swansea-road, Norwich, for a perioj — 
of twelve months, with the option of a lease after the aforesgi must b 
time at the rental of thirty pounds per annum.”’ The defenday the hig 
entered into possession of the premises under the agreement anj was 
refused to give them up at the expiration of the twelve month, aa y 
claiming to’ exercise the ‘‘ option” given by the agreement 
whatever that option might be held to be. Some months after. a be 7 
wards, the plaintiff brought an action to recover the premise, 
The defendant claimed that, having regard to the words “ at the all “~~ 
rental of £30 per annum ”’ in the agreement, he was entitled to, Tight 0 
lease for one year after the expiration of the first twelve months, Liabil 
The court gave judgment for the defendant on the ground that 
the period for which the lease was to be granted was at least one : 
further year. Kennepy, J., indeed, stated that he was inclined —_ 
to think that the option of ‘‘a lease” gave the defendants psa 
right to claim a lease for his life. With great respect to the ot 
learned judge, we cannot but think that a lease for life could hat w 
not reasonably be supposed to have been in the contemplation of Act, 1! 
the parties. Such a lease in the case of a dwelling-house ina charge 
town, is, to say the least, unusual. The surrounding circumstances os 
might have thrown some light on the exact meaning of the 


option, but they do not appear to have been referred to in the This 1 
argument before the court. There is much to be said for the taken b 
suggestion of A. T. Lawrenog, J., that what the parties contem- io ae 


plated was that during the twelve months they would come to 
an agreement as to the period for which the lease was to be — t 
granted. 


Services Rendered Without Contract for Payment, Word 
Tue oasE of Morley v. Makin (55 W. R. 395) was a case, mot We 
of itself of any special importance, but which illustrates the Judicie 
readiness with which work or services are rendered in this definit 
country by persons who merely speculate on the chance of being 1901. 
paid, taking the risk whether funds will be collected and appro es wW 
priated totheirdemand. The plaintiff was the pastor of a Baptist tis in 
church ; he was elected pastor at a church meeting, and was in- iy 
formed of his appointment by a letter signed by the defendants, { 
the deacons of thechurch. The letter stated that his salary was 1901 ¥ 
25s. a week, and expressed regret that the income of the church did a favo 


not warrant anything higher then. The action brought by the = 
plaintiff was for arrears of his salary; and the argument of his » Ne 


counsel, so far as we understand it, was that the defendants utilize 
acted for an undisclosed principal and were, therefore, person- 
ally liable. But this is losing sight of the preliminary 
question, was there any contract between the plaintiff bis 
and the defendants? ‘Those who have dealings with a of Mr. 
unincorporated society or association can only expect that the for ere 
officials with whom they deal will pay them if and when into po 
they have received funds wherewith to pay. ‘There is m It ap 
a large number of cases a a in favour of a personal ao 
liability, but it should not be forgotten that in many cases the pa aap 
security of a fund may be considered to be greater than that Those 
afforded by the personal liability of individuals. We need only mente | 
refer to the rights of the holders of Colonial Stock or of the total m 
policy-holders in companies, who are only entitled under theit _— 
policies to have their demands satisfied out of the capital stock solicito 
and funds of the company. Mr. 
An American Minister on Law Reform. a 
Mz. Tart, the Secretary of War for the United States, was ‘a jud, 
the chief speaker at the recent annual meBting of the Pennsyl- — 
vania Bar Association, and in the course of his address made ea 
one or two observations which might be listened to with respect may tr 


in this country. The learned secretary considered that it was Royal | 










most important that the Legislature in framing a law should of this 
take care that it was of such a character that, in the nature of sah 
things and of the people concerned, it was capable of pr special 
enforcement. The law should be a definite enumeration judges 
rules which the most ignorant could apply to everyday year, a 
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circumstances in their own line of life, and which an 
executive of average energy and courage might be expected 
to enforce. Turning to the administration of justice by the 
law courts, he asserted, as a general proposition, that every- 

ing which tended to delay litigation was a great advantage 
por man who had the longer purse. There was nothing so 
detrimental to the poor man as the right, which if = to him 
must be given to the wealthiest party, of carrying litigation to 
the higher court. The useful function of the Supreme Court 
was not to decide particular cases. Its function should be to 
give judgment in typical cases, Several Acts have recently 
been passed in this country, such as the mig aa | Acts, which 
have contained provisions which it has been found exceedingly 
dificult to enforce, and the opinion is gaining ground that, at 
all events in civil cases, some restriction should be placed on the 
right of appeal. 


Liability of Father for Illegal Acts of His Children. 
A ratner, having been charged before a metropolitan police 
istrate with allowing his child to beg in a public street, 
answered that the child had acted without his authority, This 
answer, according to the ancient rules of the common law, would 
have been a sufficient excuse, but the defendant was reminded 
that under section 2 of the Prevention of Cruelty to Children 
Act, 1894, any person who, having the custody, care, or 
charge of a boy under fourteen or of a girl under sixteen, 
allows that child to be in any street for the purpose of begging 
or receiving alms, is liable upon summary conviction to a penalty. 
This enactment is a step in the same direction as that already 
taken by the Code Napoleon, which provides that the father, and 
the mother after the decease of the husband, are responsible for 
damage occasioned by their children, being minors and dwelling 
with them. 


Words Judicially Interpreted. 


We nave frequently referred to the utility of Mr. Srroup’s 
Judicial Dictionary. The second edition of that work contained 
definitions of English words and phrases occurring prior to 
1901. We understand that a supplement is in course of prepara- 
tion which will bring them down to the end of the present year. 
It is important to practitioners that the work anik be made as 
complete as possible ; and as some of our readers may have notes 
of English words and phrases judicially interpreted prior to 
1901 which are not to be found in the Dictionary, they will confer 
afayour if they will send a note of such words and phrases, 
with references to the cases giving the definitions, to Mr. Stroup, 
2, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., for the purpose of being 
utilized in the forthcoming supplement. 








It is announced that a marble bust of Lord Chancellor Cairns, the work 
of Mr. Bruce Joy, A.R.A., has been presented by his son, the present earl, 
for erection at the Royal Courts of Justice. The bust will probably be put 
into position near that of the late Sir George Jessel on the court corridor. 


It appears from the final report of the special Arbitration Committee, to 
be submitted to the next meeting of the Metropolitan Water Board, that 
the total costs incurred A board in connection with the arbitration 
under the Metropolitan Water Act, 1902, amounted to £142,437 17s, 6d. 
Those of the water companies amounted to £92,130 7s, 1d. The net pay- 
ments to the Board of Arbitration amounted to £25,237 7s., but from this 
total must be taken the sum of £4,221 10s. 4d, fees returned by Sir 
Edward Fry and Sir Hugh Owen. The total costs of the arbitration 
amounted to £255,584 1s. 3d. Of the board’s costs £74,858 Os, 2d. was for 
solicitors’ bills and £67,579 17s, 4d. fees to expert witnesses. 


Mr, F. J. Mote writes tothe Evening Standard to suggest a remedy for 
“The Law’s Delays.” He says: ‘ Now is the tine when the ml 
ti t, who, after nine months of worry and expense, is at last expecting 

& judgment,’ hears from his solicitor that his case will paged not be 

ed before November. His temper is not improved by being told 
that he ought to remain in town with all his witnesses until the begin- 
ning of August, on the small chance that judges returning from circuit 
may try the case just before the Long Vacation. Why should not the 
ey urts have a regular and sufficient supply of judges to try the cases 
of this great city? I suggest that judges who have served, say, fifteen 
years should retire to form a reserve, to be called u to supply the 
in the High Court of those away on circuit, trial of election petitions, 
commissions, through illness, or for various other reasons. Reserve 
judges would not have to act for more than two or three months in the 
year, and the scheme would be adaptable to circumstances. The gain to 

public and legal profession would be enormous.” 





Non-disclosure, Upon the Sale of 
Land, of a Latent Defect 


Known to the Vendor. 


Tue judgment of Joyos, J., in the recent case of Carlish v. Salt 
(1906, 1 Ch. 335), raises a question of legal principle of the 
greatest importance, upon which, as the writer will submit, the 
present law, though clearly ascertained by judicial decision, is 
obscured by the statements made in certain text-books of great 
and well-deserved reputation. The writer will also be compelled 
to submit, with the greatest respect, that some of the remarks 
made by the learned judge in the course of his judgment 
(though not his actual decision) are opposed to the weight of 
authority and tend to add to the obscurity just mentioned. 

In Carlish vy. Salt a party-wall notice under the London 
Building Act, 1894, was served upon the defendant, as the 
owner of a certain freehold house in London, and an award 
was made in consequence providing that the wall in question 
should be rebuilt by and at the expense of the party who 
served the notice, but that the owner of the house should 
pay his share of the costs of the necessary works, upon their 
completion, to the party so building. Two days after this 
award had been made, the defendant entered into an open 
contract for the sale of the house to the plaintiff, who paid 
a deposit of £10 per cent. of the price. The defendant did 
not at the time of the sale inform the plaintiff of the party- 
wall notice or the award; but these facts were communicated 
to him about a month after the signing of the contract. 
The a thereupon claimed compensation, which the 
defendant refused to make; and so the plaintiff brought the 
action claiming rescission of the contract, repayment of the 
deposit with interest, and payment of the costs of investigating 
the title. The contention of the plaintiff’s counsel was, first, 
that by section 99 of the London Building Act, 1894, the entire 
ownership of the wall was vested in the building party until the 
contribution of the owner of the house should be paid, so that 
the defendant [could not make a good title without the con- 
currence of a person who was no party to the contract ; secondly, 
that the non-disclosure of the service of the -wall notice 
and the award entitled the plaintiff to rescind the contract. 
Joyoz, J., gave {judgment for the plaintiff upon the second 
ground above stated. The learned judge first pronounced that 
the party-wall notice and the award constituted a material 
fact affecting the price to be paid, and in so far as 
they imposed a liability of uncertain amount at some future 
time on the owner of the —- ee a — — 
not in the quality of, but in tne title to, the property, and ought to 
have hcen deal . Then, after heel ax ag that ‘‘ mere non- 
disclosure on the part of a vendor, apart from circumstances 
imposing a duty upon him to disclose or inform the other party, 
does not entitle the purchaser to avoid his contract,” the learned 
ig a pape ay say: ‘‘In the case of the sale of a chattel, 
the law, as stated by Bramwe.t, B., in Horsfall v. Thomas (1 
H. & O. 90, 100), is that if there be a defect known fo 
manufacturer, and which cannot be discovered on inspection, he is 
bound to point it out. Upon consideration of the authorities, I 
am of opinion that the vendor of real estate is under a similar 
obligation with respect to a material defect in the title, or in the 
subject of the sale, which defect is exclusively within his 
knowledge and which the purchaser could not be expected 
to discover for himself with the care ordinarily used in 
such trensactions.” For this ¥ position the learned 
judge cited the opinions of Sir W. Graytr in Zdwards vy. 
M Leay (G. Coop. 308, 312) and Lord St. Lxoxarps in his Law 
of property as administered in the House of Lords, 654, 655, 
at the judgment of Linotey, J., in Mostyn v. West Mostyn Coal 
and Iron Co. (1 O. P, D, 145, 155). e then said: “It is 
unnecessary for me to decide that there was on the part of the 
defendant any fraud, even in the sense in which that word is 
sometimes used in courts of equity, but the defendant concealed, 
for he did not divulge, @ fact only to himself whieh was 
material to the value of the property, and in the circumstances it 
would, I think, to use the language of James, L.J., in Zorrence 
vy. Bolton (L. R, 8 Oh. App. 118, 124) be unconscientious for the 
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defendant to insist upon availing himself of any legal advan- 
tages he may have obtained by the contract, and in particular 
the retention of the deposit.” 

The italics in the passages above cited are the present writer’s. 
The first point that strikes a conveyancer is that the decision 
might well have been placed on the first contention raised by 
the plaintiff's counsel; for under section 92 of the London 
Building Act, 1894, the building owner had a right of entry on 
the house in question and of erecting the wall; and by section 99 
the sole property in the wall would be vested in him until the 
contribution due from the owner of the house should be paid. 
It seems clear, therefore, that the party-wall notice and award, 
having this effect, ought to have been stated in the abstract of 
title ; that the defendant was not in a position to make a good 
title to the entire fee simple of the house without the concurrence 
of a person who was no party to the contract, and that the plaintiff 
had for this reason a good right to rescind, according to Re 
Bryant and Barningham (44 Ch. D. 218), which was cited by the 
plaintiffs counsel. 

This being so, however, it appears to be also clear that the 
fact concealed was a fact material to the title; and the writer 
would most respectfully say that no fault can be found with the 
learned judge’s decision or judgment, so far as it relates to the 
nondisclosure of a latent defect of title, or of a fact material to 
the title, known only to the vendor and not discoverable by the 
purchaser by the exercise of any ordinary care or diligence. On 
this point the writer may perhaps be allowed, for the sake of 
saving space, to refer to his book on the Law of Vendor and 
Purchaser, vol. 2, pp. 685 n. (@), 742, and the cases there cited. 

But with respect to the learned judge’s opinion, expressed as 
above, that a vendor of real estate is under an obligation to 
disclose a material latent defect known only to himself in the 
subject of the sale or to disclose a fact known only to himself 
material to the value of the property sold, the writer will respect- 
fully submit that it is not borne out by the authorities cited, 
is in conflict with other authorities not cited, and was not 
necessary for the decision of the point in question. 

Where the learned judge speaks of a material defect in the 
subject of the sale, as distinguished from a material defect in 
the title, it is not clear whether he refers to defects of quality 
(which, indeed, the prior passage in the judgment may seem to 
exclude) or to defects of quantity—that is, either in the physical 
contents of the land sold or in the extent of estate therein agreed 
to be conveyed. It will, therefore, be necessary to discuss the 
concealment of defects known to the vendor of either kind. 

It should first be pointed out that the opinions of Sir W. 
Grant and Lord Sr. Lzonarps and the judgment of Linpiey, 
J., which Joyce, J., cited in support of his es meas, relate 
solely to material defects of title, or the concealment of facts 
material to the title, and do not in any way support the 
opinion expressed as to defects in the subject of the sale. 

hen the learned judge seeks to justify his opinion by analogy 
to the law of sale of chattels. But the dictum which he cites, of 
Bramwezt, J.,in Horsfall vy. Thomas, applies only to a sale by 
a manufacturer of some article which is ordered to be made by him 
for the buyer, and does not govern the case of the sale of a 
specific chattel already existing, to which alone the sale of land 
is analogous. 

What, then, is the law with respect to the non-disclosure upon 
the sale of a specific chattel sieenly chtating of a latent defect of 

uality known to the vendor? It must be admitted that on 
this point there appears to have been a change of judicial 
opinion, but it is submitted that the modern law is clearly ascer- 
tained. There are certain dicta in the Year Books that if a 
man sell some particular chattel, which he knows to be of bad 
uality, without disclosing the defect, he is liable in an action on 
case (see por Godred, Y. B., 9 Hen. 6, 536, pl. 37; per 
Paston, 20 Hen. 6, 35a, pl. 4; per Frowike, Keil. 91; Vin. Abr. 
Actions (Case, Disceit), Pb., vol. 1, 560 (2nd ed.) ); but com- 
ery F. N. B. 94¢, 1 Rolle Abr. 90, P., pl. 4, where the rule is 

id down which ultimately prevailed, These dicta, however, 
are either based upon, or gave rise to, the notion that if a man 
sold an unsound chattel at the price of a sound article he 
impliedly warranted that the thing was sound. But this notion 
was dispersed by Lord Mansvizty in Stuart v. Wilkins (Doug. 
16), though in that case it was indeed suggested that if the 
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seller of a thing knows of a latent defect and sells it withoy as to 
mentioning the defect, he does wrong : see Doug. 20 and n, Thy v3 
suggestion, it is maintained, has also been discarded from dy vy. F 
law, and the present rule is clear that, upon the simple 9 Ex 
(not made for any particular p se) of a specific chattel It is 
existing, no warranty is implied as to the quality of the thing cases 
sold, and the seller is not liable for a latent defect of qualj land 
where there is no fraud and no representation was made byl 
seller to induce the buyer to take the thing. The law is so Iyij > 
down in Parkinson v. Lee (1802, 2 East. 314, 322-324) ; Byway land 
v. Richardson (1834, 1 A. & E. 508, seep. 518), which shews thy build 
there is no remedy for the purchaser of an unsound hom quali 
suffering from a disease undiscoverable by inspection but know grou! 
to the vendor, unless upon a warranty of soundness; Barry, walr! 
Gibson (1838, 3 M. & W. 390, 399), Chanter v. Hopkins (1838, 4 quali 
M. & W. 399), Gomperts v. Bartlett (1853, 2 E. & B. 849, 855), some 
Hill vy. Balls (1857, 2 H. & N. 299, 27 L. J. Ex. 45); Jonesy, there 
Just (1868, L. R. 3 Q. B. 197, 202), where it is distinctly stated possil 
that ‘“‘where goods are in esse and may be inspected by th as & 
buyer, and there is no fraud on the part of the seller, the marin And 1 
caveat emptor applies, even though the defect which exists in them it to hi 
latent and not discoverable on examination, at least where the seller defect 
is neither the grower nor the manufacturer” ; Smith v. Hughy does 1 


(1871, L. R. 6 Q. B. 597, 604, 607); and Wardy. Hobbs (3Q.B.D, mitte 
150, 4 App. Cas. 13, 26), where Lord O’Hacan adopted in M. & 
his judgment the rule laid down in Story on Contrack NO rey 
(s. 644, Sth ed.): ‘Although a vendor is bound to employ been 1 
no artifice or disguise for the purpose of concealing defecy be pet 


in the article sold, since that would amount to a positiv vol, 2, 
fraud on the vendor; yet, under the general doctrin (1895, 
of caveat emptor, he is not ordinarily bound to disclose ever and 
defect of which he may be cognizant, although his silene 335), | 
may operate virtually to deceive the vendee.”’ The law ast Turner 
the implication of a warranty of quality upon the sale of goods notice 
is of course now codified in section 14 of the Sale of Goods Ad aside, 
1893 ; and the proposition that upon such a simple sale as abor at sui 
mentioned of a specific existing chattel the vendor is under any defect 
duty to disclose a defect of quality known to himself but am mitted 
discoverable by inspection, is inconsistent with the terms of thi regard 


enactment: see Chalmers’ Sale of Goods Act (6th ed.), % a cont 
It appears that, on such a sale, the vendor is at most only bounl disclos 
to disclose a defect of this kind if it be such as renders the thing that a 
sold positively noxious or dangerous, as where the chattel soll materi; 


is an animal suffering from an infectious disease or a substanw not di 
liable to explode or otherwise cause harm: see Bodger v. Nichlh regard 
(28 L. T. 441), Ward v. Hobbs (4 App. Cas. 13, 24, 26), It is 


Clarke vy. Army and Navy Co-operative Society (Limited) (190i, Justice 
1K. B. 155). And even in the case of an animal afflicted with materia 


a contagious disease, the vendor is not bound to call attentioaw the ad 
the defect, if it be expressly sold ‘“‘ with all its faults”: Ward. facts m 
Hobbs (ubi supra). the par 


On this point it is maintained that the law is clearly estab alone, ; 
lished ; but two well-known text-books contain statements to the the ven 
contrary. In Fry on Specific Performance, s. 708 (3rd ani perforn 
4th ed.), it is stated that, in the case of a sale of a chattd v. Hare 
having a latent defect, there exists an obligation to disclose thi 718, 72 
defect. For this proposition Horsfall v. Thomas alone is cited; Wright 
and we have seen that that case does not support it. Andiq® non-dig 
Leake on Contracts (4th ed.), 237, it is said that “a pers (Smith 
knowingly selling a chattel with a material latent defect with stated, 
out disclosing it to the buyer entitles the buyer to avoid tim title, 
sale, although upon the sale of a specific chattel there is it We 
general no implied warranty against latent defects.” For thig® intende 
Emmerton v. Matthews (7 H. & N. 584) is alone cited; but thegiy 4 mater 
case only decides that a salesman in a meat market soiling But it j 
unfit for human food, without knowing it to be so, is under # 
liability, because in such a sale no warranty is implied that #*—% quantit; 
meat is fit to eat: see Jones v. Just (L. R. 3 Q. B. 197, 202). WE ot, or tc 



















is submitted that in this instance these learned writers, whow—e 18 descr 
works are justly held in high esteem, arrived at a wromme veyed, 
conclusion. Ee ‘0 rescir 
To return to the sale of land. It is maintained that in thi con 
case the law is exactly analogous to that which governs the materia, 
for no particular purpose of a specific existing chattel. essentia 
warranty is implied by the mere ole of land that it is fit foray Say, tha 
particular purpose or is of any particular quality, or otherwi# MR 4% is she 
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gs to its condition : see Sutton v. Temple (12 M. & W. 52), Hart 
y. Windsor (Ib. 68), Keates v. Cadogan (10 0. B. 591), Wilson 
y. Finch Hatton (2 Ex. D. 336, 342, 343), Spoor v. Green (L. R. 
9 Ex. 99, 109), Cavalier v. Pope (1905, 2 K. B. 757, 763, 764). 
It is true that, with the exception of Spoor v. Green, these are 
cases of agreement to lease land, but a contract to lease 
land is considered to be a sale of the land for the term 

upon; and the case of a lease is really stronger than that of a 
sale, since leases are usually taken with the object of using the 
land in some particular way, as living on it, farming it, or 
building on it. As to the non-disclosure of any latent defect of 
quality known to the vendor, it is contended that that is no 
ground for setting aside the contract, unless (1) there be a 
warranty or a positive representation that the land is of a 
quality incompatible with the defect, or the land be sold for 
some particular purpose incompatible with the defect, or (2) 
there be a fraudulent misrepresentation on the vendor’s part ; or 
possibly (3) if the thing sold be in itself positively noxious, 
as a house infested with the germs of an infectious disease. 
And mere silence on the seller’s part as to a latent defect known 
to him, if not accompanied by any active concealment of the 
defect or active suggestion of the non-existence of the defect, 
doesnot amount to fraud. These propositions are, it is sub- 
mitted, fully supported by the cases of Oornfoot v. Fowke (6 
M. & W. 358), as to which the point is, that if there had been 
no representation at all by the vendor’s agent, there would have 
been no cause of action (to save space, the writer asks again to 
be permitted to refer to his book on Vendor and Purchaser, 
vol. 2, 682 n. (m) and 737 n. (m) as to this case) ; Turner v. Green 
(1895, 2 Oh. 205), Greenhalgh v. Brindley (1901, 2 Ch. 324), 
and Seddon v. North-Eastern Salt Co. (1905, 1 Ch. 326, 334, 
335), a decision of Mr. Justice Joyce himself. Of these cases, 
Turner v. Green and Greenhalgh v. Brindley are particularly 
noticeable, because in them not only was the contract not set 
aside, but its specific performance was actually enforced 
at suit of a party who had kept silence as to a latent 


defect of quality which was known to him. It is sub- 
mitted that the authorities above cited prove that, as 
regards defects of quality, a contract for the sale of land is not 


a contract uberrima fides, and so avoidable for the mere non- 
disclosure of the defect; and that Mr. Justice Joyor’s dictum, 
that a vendor of real estate is under an obligation to disclose a 
material defect in the subject of the sale, if known to him and 
not discoverable by inspection, cannot be maintained with 
regard to defects of quality. 

It is also submitted that the dictum in the last part of Mr. 
Justice Joycu’s judgment, that the non-divulgence of a fact 
material to the value was a ground for depriving the vendor of 
the advantages of the contract, is incorrect, unless confined to 
facts material to the title. It is considered that mere silence on 
the part of a purchaser of land as to some fact known to himself 
alone, and enhancing the value of the property, is no ground for 
the vendor to mee the contract at law or to resist its specific 
performance: see Fox v. Mackreth (2 Bro. 0. C. 400, 420). Turner 
v. Harvey (Jac. 169, 178), Walters v. Morgan (3 De G. F. & J. 
118, 723), Coaks v. Boswell (11 App. Cas. 282, 235), Percival v. 
Wright (1902, 2 Oh. 421, 426). And the like law must apply to 
non-disclosure by a vendor of a fact diminishing the value 
(Smith vy. Hughes, L. R. 6 Q. B. 597, 604), unless, as above 
— the fact omitted to be disclosed be a fact material to the 

8. 


__ We have seen, however, that the learned judge perhaps 
intended to limit his dictum on the vendor’s obligation to disclose 
4 material defect in the subject of the sale to defects of quantity. 
But it is submitted that even in this case the dictum is not 
correct. What may be called a defect, or rather a deficiency of 
quantity, occurs when a vendor fails either to deliver ion 
of, or to shew title to, such an extent of land or estate therein as 
is described in the contract and thereby promised to be con- 
veyed. In these cases the true reason of the purchaser’s right 
to rescind the contract is, not that he was induced to enter into 
the contract by a false representation or the suppression of a 
material fact, but that the vendor has failed to perform an 
essential stipulation going to the root of the contract—that is to 
say, that he is unable to deliver the thing he sold. That this is 


1 Ch. 93, Joycz, J.), where the contract was rescinded for this 
cause at the purchaser’s instance in a vendor and purchaser 
summons—a proceeding in which the court has no jurisdiction to 
entertain a claim to rescind the contract for misrepresentation 
properly so called. T. Cyprian WILt1aMs. 








Reviews. 


Jurisprudence. 


ELEMENTS OF LAW CONSIDERED WITH REFERENCE TO PRINCIPLES 
OF GENERAL JURISPRUDENCE. By Sir Wint1amM Marksy, D.C.L., 
Reader in Indian Law at the University of Oxford. Sixth Edition. 
Clarendon Press, 


An excellent example of the method which Sir William Markby 
brings to bear on legal matters is afforded by the chapter on 
Securities, in which he first outlines the principles of pledge and mort- 
gage in the Roman law, laying stress upon the introduction of the 
right to sell and satisfy the debt which came to be considered as of 
the very essence of the security. He then compares with this the 
principles of English law, very much to the yt el of the 
latter. The common law courts ‘‘can hardly be said to 
possess any method of giving security over immoveable property, 
and as to moveable property the law appears to me to be some- 
where about in the same state of development as the Roman law 
at the time of the First Punic War.” Apparently, his objection is to 
the lack of any clearly-defined power of sale; but common law juris- 
diction does not now—as indeed the author notes—exist separately 
from equitable jurisdiction, and he does not perhaps sufficiently 
observe that the pledgee’s power of sale has been affirmed and defined 
by the Court of Appeal in recent cases: Re Morritt (35 W. R. 277, 18 
Q. B. D. 222) and Deverges v, Sandeman (50 W. R. 404; 1902, 1 
Ch. 579). The English theory of mortgages may be antiquated, and 
Sir William remarks that now that equity and common law are 
united ‘‘it is surely unnecessary that the old clumsy forms should be 
retained.”” One result is that we have the curious device of 
en of leaseholds by sub-demise with all the mystery and 
complication attendant upon the outstanding day. To the student of 
jurisprudence, who will gain much profit from Sir William Markby’s 
book, these things may seem clumsy, but they have their practical 
use, and we shall hardly grow out of them until the “legal estate” 
has ceased to dominate conveyancing. 





Principal and Agent. 


A MANUAL OF THE LAW OF PRINCIPAL AND AGENT. By JAMES 
Biacs PorrTer, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


This small volume contains a summary of the law relating to 
Principal and Agent, which appears to be correct as far as it goes, 
and should be handy for the practitioner. The book is, however, 
very far from being complete, and is marred by several omissions, 
both in respect of portions of the subject-matter and decided cases. 
For instance, nothing seems to be said as to the agency of counsel, 
though solicitors are mentioned. The remarks on powers of attorney 
might well have been amplified, and two cases are omitted which 
should have been noticed—i.e., Elliott v. Ince (1857, 5 De G. M. & G. 
475) aud Daily Telegraph v. McLaughlin (1904, A. C. 776). These 
cases relate to conveyance of property under powers of attorney given 
by insane persons. Another similar case (Molyneux v. Natal Land Co., 
1905, A. C. 555) was only completely reported after publication of 
the book. 





Book of the Week. 


The Principles and Practice of Bargains with Money-lenders in 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, British India, and 
the Colonies; including the Money-lenders Act, 1900 (Annotated), 
ations, Rules, Orders, and Forms; together with Digests of 
English, Scotch, Irish, Indian, aad Colonial Cases, and the Origi 

a History of Usury. By Hven H. L. Bator, M.A., B.C.L., 


Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition, Enlarged. Stevens & Haynes. 








In chenging the grand jury at the Lancaster Assizes, at which only one 
prisoner was indicted, Mr. Justice Kennedy said that punishment was not 
simply intended to be a corrective and deterrent to criminals, but to induce 
them to reform and become useful members of society. While the 
Discharged Prisoners’ Aid Society did something to give those who had 
fallen a fresh start, much more was required private effort could 


lish in order to seoure their t redemption, and t 
them 4 m becoming habitual criminals. He b hoped some Vagialative step 





*0 is shewn by the case of Re Hare and O’More’s Contract (1901, 


might be taken in direction, 
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Correspondence. 


Official Receivers and Secured Creditors. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The evils of officialism, which are so fully dealt with in the 
recent report of the Incorporated Law Society, have received an illus- 
tration within the last few weeks in our own practice which may be 
of interest to your readers. 

A bank, who are clients of ours, have a customer who deposited with 
them a policy of insurance on his life to secure his overdraft. There was 
no legal mortgage or memorandum of deposit, but notice of the deposit 
was duly given to the life office. The customer became bankrupt, 
owing much more to the bank than the policy was worth. The bank 
thereupon applied to the insurance company to accept a surrender, 
but as there had been no legal assignment to the bank, they required 
the concurrence of the trustee, who was the official receiver of the 
district. Application was thereupon made to him to join in a receipt 
for the surrender money upon payment of his legal costs, but he 
declined to do this unless he received a portion of the surrender 
money in addition, and we are informed that the same receiver in 
another case required one-half the surrender money to be paid him. 

We thereupon wrote the Board of Trade stating the facts and 
asking whether the demand made by the official receiver was 
supported by the board. 

The correspondence which followed is too long to trouble your 
readers with, but from it we gather the following points: 

(1) The Board of Trade doubt whether an effectual equitable 
mortgage can be created by deposit only without writing. 

(2) They do not consider it to be the duty of their official receivers 
to act upon high principles and facilitate by every means in their 
power the realization of the whole of a debtor’s estate and its dis- 
tribution, without unnecessary expense, between all creditors 
(secured and unsecured) according to their respective rights and 


(3) But they do consider that an official receiver is entitled to be 
paid for parting with a bare legal estate. 

(4) And they also think that he is entitled to be paid money for an 
equity of redemption which (owing to the debt exceeding the value of 
the mortgaged property) is-of no value at all. 

(5) It seems to be the official view that an official receiver, unless 
well paid to act reasonably, is entitled to take advantage of his legal 
position to deprive an equitable first mortgagee of a part of the 
priority to which he is entitled by law. 

We are glad to say that in our own experience other official 
receivers, as a rule, take a more reasonable view of their duties, and 
are willing on payment of law costs to help an equitable mortgagee 
to realize his security where there is nothing to come to the estate, 
but if all trustees in bankruptcy are to act on the principles a proved 
by the Board of Trade, no equitable mortgagee of any kind of 

will be safe, in case of his debtor's bankruptcy, from exactions 
by the trustee. 

In fact, we shall have in future to advise clients never to lend 
money except upon a legal mortgage, a course that will be a good 
deal more beneficial to the profession than to the public. 

July 10. A Firm or So.icirors. 


[See observations under head of “‘ Current Topics.””—Eb. S.J.] 


Return of Fees by Persons Appointed to 
Judicial Office. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Many thanks to “‘ An Old Contributor.” I gather from what 
he states that the bar does allow a member to retain fees paid to him 
before his elevation to the bench—s very scandalous state of affairs. 

I was told the other day of a very eminent retired judge who had 
been paid large fees in connection with an important brief. The 
solicitor who instructed him having heard rumours of his appoint- 
ment, went very carly to his chambers next morning to obtain a 
retarn of the brief and fees. The former was easily obtained, but 
the counsel could only murmur about the etiquette of the profession 
when the latter was referred to. In the end the solicitor said, “It is 
quite clear, Mr. A., that you don’t intend to return the fees. Quite 
what I thought you would do, so I took the precaution of stopping 
my cheque, and will only now wish you a very good morning.” 

I fancy your corresponient and I have the same gentleman in mind. 

Sarely we should bring considerable pressure to bear to make an 
end of such an immoral custom. If a litigant is poor, it may prove 
& denial of justice, and, in any event, is not defensible on any con- 
ceavable , H. H. Srocxpae Ross. 

Wi , duly 9, 


[See observations under head of “ Current Topics.” —Ep. 8.J.] 





——$—_— 


Division of Brokers’ Commission. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jouwrnal.] 


Sir,—We have read the letter in your last issue from ‘‘ H.” and are 
certainly astounded at the statement made in the first clause, to the 
effect that ‘‘ most solicitors’? when selling shares or securities halye 
the brokers’ commission. This no doubt raises a large question, and 
one which has before been discussed in your columns; and we 
thought that the balance of opinion expressed in such discussions 
was that most solicitors did not accept such commissions, and that it 
was considered unprofessional so to do. Certainly in consequence 
whenever, as has been frequently the case, commission has beep 
offered us we have refused it, 

Your correspondent asks for the opinion of your readers on another 
matter. We should certainly be glad of the opinion of your readers 
as to whether the statement we have referred to, and which your 
correspondent ‘‘H.” so boldly makes, is the general practice, and 
whether a solicitor ought to accept such commission? If he may, 
what distinction can really be drawn between the cases of a solicitor 
accepting half a stockbroker’s commission, half an auctioneer’s com- 
mission, or half a surveyor’s fee on reporting for a mortgage ? 

uly 5. C. M. & J. 





Solicitors’ Charges for Transfers of Shares. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Referring to your note appended to my letter dealing with 
this subject last week, my remarks were purposely confined ta 
charges, not disbursements ; obviously the stamp of 10s. on a transfer 
could not be covered by the allowance for preparing the deed. This 
and all other proper disbursements would find their place in any of 
the cases put by your correspondent ‘‘ H.” Taxtva OFFICER. 

July 9. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Vendor and Purchaser—Right of Rescission.—Where condi- 
tions of sale provide that, in the event of the purchaser insisting on 
any objection or requisition which the vendor shall be unable, or on 
the ground of expense shall decline, to remove or comply with, the 
vendor shall be at liberty to rescind the contract, the vendor cannot 
avail himself of this right of rescission if he has failed in his duty to 
make proper disclosure to the purchaser of the nature of the property 
and of the title; and he is not relieved of this duty because he thinks 
that the purchaser is aware of some matter which ought to be dis- 
closed, the purchaser being in fact ignorant of it. Hence where 
contract did not state any reservation of minerals, but the abstract 
shewed that the minerals had been reserved upon a previous grant, 
and the vendor believed that such reservation, being common in the 
district, was known to the purchaser, the insistence by the purchaser 
upon @ delivery of a supplemental abstract to the minerals did not 
justify the vendor in rescinding; and under the compensation clause 
in the contract he was bound to complete and allow the purchaser 
compensation.—RE JACKSON AND HapeEn’s Contract (C.A., Feb. 6) 
(54 W. R. 434; 1906, 1 Ch. 412). 

Vendor and Purchaser—Right of Rescission.—Under such 6 
condition as that referred to above, the vendor is not justified in 
refusing to comply with a requisition arbitrarily—that is, without 
any reasonable cause—and if his refusal is of this nature he cannot 
exercise his right to rescind the contract. The title of a truste 
vendor depended upon whether a deceased tenant for life had left 
any child. The purchaser inquired for the names and addresses 
of any children who survived her, and for the dates and places of 
birth, in order that a certificate of birth as to some surviving child 
— be obtained. The vendor's solicitor gave the names of the 
children, but declined to give any further information, on the ground 
that it was unnecessary. In fact, he had not all the information im 
his possession, though he knew the address of one child and the 
address of the solicitor who acted for the others. The purchaser 
continued to press for the information. It was held that the refusal 
was arbitrary within the above rule, and that the vendor was nob 
entitled to rescind,—Quinion v. Horne (Farwell, J, Feb 15) (5 
W.R 344; 1906, 1 Ch. 596). 








In the House of Commons, on the 5th inst., in reply to Mr. I). Wasot, 
the Attorney-General said he quite recognized the greater facility of 
decision afforded by the Scottish system of jury trials ; but he feared that 
notwithstanding those advantages, the people of this country prefe 
their own ancient system, which, if it erred at all, erred in the direction of 
maintaining the — of innocence and preserving liberty. ‘Thow 
were objects with which he entirely oympethisnd. 
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Cases of the Week. 
Court of Appeal. 


WHITEHOUSE v. HUGH. No.2. 4th July. 


Venpox AND PurcHasER—BvILpIneG Scueme—Roanway—Power To Vary 
Pians —DepIcaTIon —OuL-DE-SAC. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 54 W. R. 
994; 1906, 1 Ch. 253). The action was brought, first, for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from building on a certain roadway adjoining 
the plaintiff’s premises in contravention of a building scheme adopted by 
the Birkbeck Freehold Land Society in 1878 and generally from blocking 
up the roadway so as to interfere with the plaintiff's right of using the 
same as a means of access to his premises, and, secondly, for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant from warn ee the roadway so as to obstruct the 

intiff’s ancient lights. The plaintiff was a market gardener and carried 
on his business at 19, Mackenzie-road, Beckenham, having purchased 
the freehold from Mr. C. G. Chamberlayne in August, 1885. At the time 
of this purchase the land on the north-western boundary of the plaintiff's 

was laid out as a roadway leading from Mackenzie-road to a 
level crossing on a branch line of the London, Chatham, and Dover 
Railway. In July, 1879, Mr. Chamberlayne purchased from the land 
society plots 350, 351, and 352, forming part of the Beckenham Park 
Estate, which was laid out under the building scheme above referred to, 
and on plot 352 and part of plot 351 he built the plaintiffs 
house. On the plan annexed to the conveyance the roadway in 

mestion was marked as a vacant space between lots 352 and 355. 
This conveyance was made subject to certain conditions and stipula- 
tions, and by the ninth condition the vendors reserved to them- 
selves the wer of allowing a variation in the plans and 
conditions. e roadway above referred to had been roughly made up by 
the land society many years ago, but it bad never been metalled. It was 
little used, and of late years it had become overgrown with grass. It 
followed the line of a track which was continued on the other side of the 
railway, and which led, after crossing the railway, to a meadow to which 
there was no other means of access for carts and horses, and it was used 
asan accommodation road by the owners and occupiers of this meadow. 
In 1894 the land society purchased this meadow and laid it out as a 
building estate, and by an arrangement entered into with the railway 
company they released the company from maintaining the level crossing. 
Accordingly in 1896 the railway company removed the gates at the level 
crossing and substituted a high iron fence without any gate. In 1897 the 
land society erected a wooden fence at the Mackenzie-road end of the road- 
way in question, and conveyed the plots occupied by the roadway to the 
defendant’s predeeessor in title, Mr. Willard ; and since that date there had 
been no means of communication between Mackenzie-road and this roadway 
except a gate in the fence, which was kept locked, and the key of which 
was in the possession first of Mr. Willard and afterwards of the defendant. 
In July, 1904, the defendant purchased from Willard 21, Mackenzie-road 
(which was built on plot 355) and the two adjoining plots, 353 and 354, 
over which the roadway passed, and in November, 1904, he began to build 
two houses on these two plots and to dig up the roadway with the object 
of laying the foundations of these houses. The plaintiff complained that 
the defendant by so building was depriving him of his enjoyment of the 
roadway and threatened and intended to deprive hinsef the light and air 
coming over the roadway to his premises, and in particular he complained 
that theinterference with the light coming through his scullery window 
on the ground floor and through the glass panels and fanlight of his hall 
door would, when the defendant’s buildings were completed, constitute 
an actionable nuisance. As regards the digging up of the roadway, upon 
which the action was mainly founded, the plaintiff alleged, first, that the 
building scheme of 1878 was binding on the land society and on all per- 
sons claiming through them, and that it was part of the scheme that the 
roadway marked on the plan should always remain a roadway; and, 
secondly, that the roadway had been dedicated by the land society to the 
use of the public. Kekewich, J., was of opinion that no representation had 
been made by the society to the plaintiff that there was a road or that the 
vacant space in question should remain vacant ; that, having regard to the 
ninth condition, the plan was not binding on the society ; that the evidence of 
user was extremely weak ; and there was no evidence of active dedication 
to the public. On the question of dedication, therefore, his lordship was 
of opinion that the plaintiff's case broke down ; and he accordingly gave 
judgment for the defendant both on the question of access and of inter- 
ference with the plaintiff’s ancient lights. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue s AUGHAN Wrtw1aMs, Romer, and Frercusr Movtron, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Vavenan Witt1aMs, EJ.—This case has been ed at considerable, 
but I do not think unnecessary, length, because it is a case of great 
importance to the appellant, and also one which did raise difficult ques- 
tions both of fact and of law, but I think that the decision appealed trem 
Was quite right. I may say generally that the appellant has based his case 
on three different grounds. First he based his ee the plans, and 
he relied on the plans as shewing that there was a and ng such 
4 representation to those who came to purchase plots that those who 
framed the plans could not go back from them. ‘The answer to that con- 
tention is that that might have been true if it had not been for the fact 
that the ninth condition, subject to which the eppeliant took his convey- 
anee, gave the Birkbeck Land Society an absolute power to alter the 
scheme by closing this road. I am not sure whether ninth condition 


Gave the socie to mak lteration whatever iu the ach 
Se whet oe — e anya a eme, such 


r the appellant called in the course of his argument a 








radical alteration, but it at any rate covers the closing of this road. The 
next point is as to user. On this I agree with the conclusion arrived at by 
Kekewich, J. It is not n for me to go through the learned judge’s 
summary of the evidence on this point, which is set out on p. 263 of the 
Law Reports, and appears to me to be absolutely right. The only 
remaining point is as to dedication. I agree that if you look 
simply at the evidence given by the secretary to the building —v 
it would appear that the society in dealing with this estate did do 
some things which were evidence of dedication. But there are two 
answers to that. One is that all that is only some evidence of dedication. 
If there had really been any dedication, and dedication of the sort 
ne pe it would have affected an enormous number of people. The 

has been blocked up, but neither the authorities who represent the 
public interest in roads Aa raised any objection, nor has any one else 
except the appellant, and it is clear that no one the society’s acts 
asa dedication. It is also clear when one looks ugh the pleadings in 
the action that this suggested dedication by the acts of the society was 
somewhat of an afterthought. The appeal must be dismissed. 

Romer and Fiercuer Movtton, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, EB. Todd ; 
P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Cozens-Hardy. Souicrrors, Wynne Evans ; 
Rubinstein § Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Srietixe, Esq., Barrist:r-at-Law.] 


Re BARRY’S TRUSTS. BARRY v. SMART. No. 2. 9th July. 


Drvorce—Sepraration Deep—Atmmony—Depvuction or Income Tax — 
Intanp Revenve—Income Tax Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), ss. 102, 
103—Income Tax Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 34), s. 40. 


This was an ap from a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts of the 
case will be found fully reported in 54 W. R. 448; 1906, 1 Ch. 768, and it 
is sufficient to state here that a divorce suit was compromised by the parties 
agreeing upon a deed of separation whereby it was referred to an 
arbitrator to determine the amount of the wife's alimony. The 
arbitrator, the late Mr. Inderwick, K.C., made his award, which provided 
that the husband should pay £450 a year to the wife for her life by way 
of alimony or maintenance in addition to the sum of £150 already secured 
by a prior deed, and should pay a further sum of £40 a year for the main- 
tenance of each of the children. The husband by a supplemental deed 
covenanted to pay these annual sums to trustees in trust for the wife. 
The husband claimed to deduct income tax from the wife’s allowance and 
upon an originating summons taken out by the wife for the purpose of 
determining the validity of the husband's claim, Kekewich, J., held that 
the allowance was payable less income tax. 

Tue Court (VaucHan Witt1ams, Romer, and Movtton, L JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Vavexuan Wittiams, L.J.—In my opinion the decision of Kekewich, J., 
in this case is absolutely right on every point, and it would only be 
wasting time to go seriatim through the arguments which have 
addressed to us on behalf of the appellant. 

Romer, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. There are no serious legal 
grounds for this appeal. 

Fiercuer Movtron, L.J.—I agree.—Counset, Beddall; P. 0. Lawrence, 
K.C., and EB. Ford; Norman, Sottcrrors, Booth ¢ Smee; Harcourt, Sens, ¢ 


Rolt. 
[Reported by L. T. Forp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.) 


KEMP AND ANOTHER v. BAERSELMAN. No. 3. 7th July. 


Contract —ConstRUCTION—ASSIGNMENT OF Bewnerit or Persona Contract 
—Pesrsonat Contrracr, Waar 1s. 

A from from Channell, J., sitting without a jury. an agree- 
mnt anted the 24th of March, 1904, and made ora J Pe of 
the one part and G. H. Kemp of the other part, it was agreed (1) 
Baerselman agrees to supply and Kemp agrees to accept al] the fresh shell 
eggs . . . that he shall require for manu purposes for one 
ag from the Ist of April, 1904, to the Ist of April, 1905. . . . (3) 

he said Baerselman agrees to deliver all shell eggs . . . to either 
Kemp’s penne —— free “s charge | gy a for be Cardiff 
depot free on or boat. (5) continuance of this agreement 
oa long as the pet ell Bot Bot neyn ‘fe 
satisfactorily to the said Kemp, the said Kemp unde’ 
eggs from any other merchant, but should Baerselman be unable to y 
eggs of stated quality then Kemp shall be at liberty to replace from 
sources, debiting Baerselman with market difference if any. At the time 
the contract was made Kemp had two London factories and one at Cardiff. 
On the 28th of July, 1904, a company, K (Ui 
formed, which took over the businesses of G. H. Kemp and alsoa 
known as the National Bakery Co, (Limited). The consideration to 
G. H. Kemp for the purchase of his businesses was iu fully-paid of 
the company. The purchase by the company included the full benefit of 
all pending contracts made by G. H. Kemp. The business of one of th 
London factories was transferred for the of economy to Brewery- 
ss bs business of - _ Br. Oo. a ee 
carried on. Kemp managed ness e . 15th of 
September the a Ladeat having been felky tetorenad of the Seematien of 
the com , refused by letter to continue the contract (although K 
ane Cons oe SS Eee tee for ton the ground 
that Kemp's terest in the business had ceased, that 
he, the defendant, was not bound to ta. » who 
were no party to the contract. Kemp G Kemp (Limited) 
(Kemp suing on his own behalf and on behalf of the pany DT ay wy 
sued the defendant for damages, and Channell, J., found had 
been no novation, but holding that the defendant was bound to supply 
the requirements of Kemp's business, looking to Kemp for payment, 
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gave judgment for the plaintiffs, damages to be assessed in respect of the 
requirements of one London factory and the Cardiff depét during the 
currency of the contract, but in respect of the factory that had been 
transferred to Brewery-road only up to the date of transfer. The 
defendants appealed, and the plaintiffs brought a cross-appeal on the 
ground that the learned judge was wrong in not finding that they, the 
laintiffs, were entitled to damages for the non-supply of eggs i 
i the whole business of the company. Counsel for the appellants 
contended that there was no contract with the company, and therefore 
me could not sue upon it. The contract still subsisted with Kemp 
if he had any requirements for his business, but he had no business— 
he had parted with every atom of interest in it. The contract was a 
——— one. This was more clearly shewn by clause 5 of the contract, 
or if the company bought their eggs elsewhere, the defendants, it was not 
— would have no remedy ; it would have been otherwise if there 
had been a novation, but the judge found that there had been none. The 
re dents relied upon the case of Zolhurst v. Associated Portland Cement 
(1903, A. ©. 414), but that case turned solely on the facts. Counsel 
for the respondents contended that the business was still practically 
Kemp’s business, as he held the whole of the share capital, and all that 
had taken place was an enlargement of the business. The contract was 
not a personal contract, where, of course, the benefit would not be assign- 
able. Clause 5 would bind the company, because the company would be 
the assigns of the business: TZolhurst’s case. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Atverstonez, C.J., Gorett Barnes, P., and FARWELL, 
L.J.) dismissed the cross-appeal and allowed the appeal, on the ground 
that the contract was personal to Kemp, both on the construction of 
clause 1—‘‘ that he shall require for manufacturing purposes ’’—and by 
reason of clause 5, for on any other construction the benefit that clause 5 
gave to the defendants would be lost, there having been admittedly no 
novation.—CovunseL, Scrutton, K.C., and Herbert Jacobs ; Hamilton, K.C., 
and Macoun. Soricrrors, Rowe § Maw ; Carr, Tyler, § Overy. 

[Reported by Mavzice N. Devcquer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LEWIS (Appellant) ». BAKER (Respondent). No.3. 5th July. 


LaNDLogD AND Tenant—Norice To Quir—YraRty Rent Par QuARTERLY 
—Turee Montus’ Notrice—Exprrieation or Norice. 


Appeal by the plaintiff in an action tried before Jelf, J., to recover 
possession of certain premises, to which defendant pleaded that the notice 
to quit was bad. By an ment in writing, dated the Ist of June, 
1901, one Morris let to the defendant Baker certain licensed premises 
known as The Carpenters Arms, Mountain Ash, Glamorgan, 
from the 13th of May, 1901, “‘ until such tenancy shall be terminated 
as hereinafter mentioned ”’ at the yearly rent of £70 clear of all deductions 

t land and property tax, to be paid by equal quarterly payments 
on the 13th of August, the 13th of November, the 13th of February, and 
the 13th of May in every year, the first payment to be made on the 13th of 
A , 1901; and the tenant agreed to keep the premises in repair 

to apply for and —— a renewal of all necessary licences; and 
there was a clause enabling the landlord to eject the tenant if the latter 
was convicted of an offence through which the licence was indorsed. The 
further provided that ‘‘it shall be lawful for either of the parties 
to determine the tenancy hereby created by giving to the other of them 
three calendar months’ notice in writing for that purpose.”’ There 
was also a covenant that the lessee should not assign, underlet, or other- 
wise part with the possession of the said premises, or any part thereof, 
in the ordinary course of his business as aninnkeeper. On the 11th 
of May, 1903, Morris gave the defendant notice in writing to terminate 
his tenancy as and from the 13th of August, 1903. On the 12th of 
per C 1904, Morris assigned his interest in the premises to the plaintiff 
Lewis, the appeilant in this court, who sought by the action to recover 
possession them. Jelf, J., gave judgment for the defendant. On 
the appellant it was submitted that the tenancy not being a 
tenancy from year to year had been properly terminated by the notice 
which had been served on Baker by Morris on the llth of May, 1903. 
On the other hand, it was contended that in the circumstances of 
the present case it was unreasonable to treat this tenancy as one 
which could be terminated at any time by three months’ notice, 
the tenant had to pay rates and do all the repairs and also to 
apply for the renewal of the licences. Yearly rent unqualified raised 
presumption of a yearly tenancy, and the three months’ notice 
mentioned in the agreement must given in the case of a yearly 
tenancy so as to expire on the 14th of May in any given year. By 
specifying the quarter-days the parties contemplated a payment of rent 
on each of them, and the words “‘ until such tenancy shall be determined 
p ter mentioned ’”’ were equivalent to “‘ terminable as hereinafter 
provided ”—namely, by a notice in writing given three months previous to 
the anniversary of the day on which the lease began. 

Tux Cover (Lord Atverstoxx, O3., Gone Baunes, P., and 
Fanweit, LJ.) dismissed the appeal, holding that Jelf, J., was right in 
construing the lease as being one for a yearly tenancy terminable only on 
a three years’ notice being given by either party expiring with any year 
of the tenancy.—Covxsnt, J. RB. Athin; J. Eldon Bankes, K.C., and 
BE. Gibbs Kimber. Sorwrrons, Si a& Si , for W. J. Shipton, 
Mountain Ash ; Kimber & Edwards, for J. W. Boans, Aberdare. 

[Reporte by Paexiax Rew, Veq., Barrister-at-Law.| 


DEVONALD v. ROSSER, No. 3. 4th July. 


Masren axp Sruvast —Cowrnact oy Emprtovuent—Noricy—Inriizp Team 
or Comraact —Lack oy Euv.tovuestr—Overou to Sanur Dowm Wouxs, 


This was an appeal by the defendant from the decision of Jelf, J., and 


: 





raised an important question as to the right of employers in the tinplate 
trade to stop their works without notice. It ay rm that in July, 1903, 
the plaintiff was in regular employment at the defendant’s works as a 
rollerman, being paid by piecework. One of the terms of the contract 
(as contained in the first of the printed rules applicable to the 
defendant’s works) was that no person should quit or be discharged from 
the works without giving or receiving twenty-eight hours’ notice, such 
notice to be given on the first Monday in any calendar month, before 
twelve o’clock at noon. Another rule, No. 11, provided that any workmen 
in the various departments of the works would, when required by the 

or agent, perform such duties as may be deemed necessary in case 
of emergency, other than the special work he may be engaged in. The 
plaintiff claimed to receive six weeks’ wages, from the 20th of July, 1903, to 
the 31st of August, 1903. It happened that owing to a breakdown in 
machinery the defendants were unable to find employment for their roller. 
men during that period and they had closed their works during that period. 
On the 3rd of August, 1903, a notice in writing was posted up at the 
works that all contracts between employers and employed would cease in 
twenty-eight days from that date, but the defendants had ceased to pro- 
vide oe for the plaintiff since the 20th of July. In the circum. 
stances he claimed to recover six weeks’ wages, though he had not done 
any work during that period, and Jelf, J., gave judgment in his favour for 
that amount. On behalf of the appellant it was contended that there 
was no implied condition in the contract providing that the master should 
find a reasonable amount of work, but even if there was the custom had 
been proved which enabled the master to shut down when there was 
no work. Counsel cited R. v. Welch (2 E. & B. 357), Williamson v. Taylor 
(5 Q. B. 175), and Whittle v. Frankland (31 L. J. M. CO. 81). Counsel for 
the respondent was not called upon. 


Tue Court (Lord Atverstonz, C.J., GorELt Barnes, P., and Farwett, 
L.J.) dismissed the appeal. 


Lord Atverstonz, O.J.—I agree that the court has to find that by the 
contract between the parties there was an implication raised, as in the 
words of Bowen, L.J., in The Moorcock (14 P.D, at p. 83), where he said; 
‘* In business transactions such as this what the law desires to effect by 
such implication is to ee such business efficacy to the transaction as 
must have been intended, at all events, by both parties, who are business 
men ; not to impose upon one side all the perils of the transaction or to 
emancipate one side from all the risks of failure. The effect of the 
appellant’s arguments is that if a master bond fide decides that during the 
next twenty-eight days—or, to take the outside limit, some fifty- 
six days—his business is not likely to be profitable he could give 
a notice the effect of which would be to discharge his men at once. 
I think that the implication which ought to be drawn from rule 1 is 
that the master will find a reasonable amount of work for his men to do 
up to the limit of the twenty-eight day’s notice. Ido not say that such things 
as breakdowns may not affect the obligation, but 1 do not think that the 
contention by the employer that he could not make tin plates at a profit 
would be a sufficient circumstance to justify the virtual shutting down of 
the works, and I think that it is reasonable that the master should be called 
upon to look forward for twenty -cightdays as to the probable course of busi- 
ness. If the custom contended for had been established it might have quali- 
fied the obligation, but none of the things necessary to establish a custom 
existed here. It is impossible to say that when it depends upon the will 
of the employer or on the circumstances of the particular trade whether 
the works should be shut down or no that there was a custom to shut down 
in those cases. The custom has not been estabiished and the appeal must 
therefore be dismissed.—Covunset, Bankes, K.C., and W. D. Benson; 8. T. 
Evans, K.C., and Bailhache. Soxicrrons, 7. D. Jones § Co., for David Randell 
$ Saunders, Swansea; J. T. Lewis, for James § Thomas, Swansea. 


{Reported by ALaw Hoaa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re OTTO ELECTRICAL MANUFACTURING (1905) CO. (LIM.). 
Buckley, J. 3rd July. 


Company—Winpvinc urp—Nor Enrrritep tro Commence Business—Surriy 
or Goops—Conrracts—Oomranigs Act, 1900, 


The above company was incorporated in May, 1905, with a capital of 
£75,000 divided into £1 shares. o shares in it were allotted, and it never 
became entitled to commence business. A resolution was yews in October, 
1905, that it should be wound up voluntarily. Mr. A. O. M. Jenkin made a 
claim in the liquidation for a sum of £240 for office furniture which he 
had ordered for the company and paid for, and which was used to furnish 
the commnay's office. He also claimed for the travelling expenses of 

rsons coming to London for the company which he had paid. The 
figuidato contested these claims on the ground that ynder section 6 (3) 
of the Companies Act, 1900, contracts made by a company before the date 
at which it was entitled to commence business were not binding upon it 
until that date. It was contended on behalf of the claimant that the 
section was not intended to apply to such expenses as these, which were 
preliminary, and incurred not in the course of business but with a view to 
future business. 

Bucxiey, J.—The word “ provisional” in section 6 (3) means that the 
contract is to be read as if it contained a provision that it shall not be 
binding on the company unless and until the company is entitled to 
commence business. company never did become entitled to com- 


mence business, and any contract made by the company was provisional, 





and not binding on it, Mr, Coldridge argues that there are some contracts 
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which are not entered into for the purpose of carrying on business, but 
are what he calls ‘‘ preliminary’’ expenses, incurred with a view to the 
future carrying on of business. I think that the argument is unsound. 
A company of this kind has no purpose of existence other than the carrying 
on of its business ; and every contract which it enters into must be a 
contract entered into for the purposes of its business in some form or 
other ; whether it is preliminary or final, or one in the course of carrying 
on its business makes no difference. Undera previous system of legislation 
there was what was known as “‘provisional”’ registration and ‘‘complete”’ 

istration. I think that the sub-section is intended as a return to some 
extent to the provisions which were contemplated by that system of = ya 
lation. The intention is that if the company never becomes entitled to 
commence business, nobody shall be able to say that he can sue the com- 

y in contract. Mr. Jenkin claims upon the ground that.expressly or 
by implication the company promised to pay him for the furniture if he 
would pay the dealer for it. Of course thatis contract. The other claims 
are of a like kind. He cannot be heard to say that there is such a contract. 
The claim must be disallowed.—Covunset, A. F. Peterson; Ward Coldridge, 
Sourctrors, Lowndes § Son; G. T. B. 8. Thurneil. 


{Reported by Nevitie Tessott, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


NEWTON v, HUGGINS & CO. (LIM.). Neville, J. 2st, 22nd, 25th, 
and 26th June. 


PartTY-WALL—TENANTS IN ComMMON. 


Witness action. The plaintiff in this action was the owner in fee simple 
of certain premises known as No. 2744, Uxbridge-road, Ealing. They 
consisted of four dwelling-rooms, built over an way, and were bounded 
on the western side by a public-house which belonged to the defendant 
company and was called The Half-Way House. While rebuilding the 
public-house the defendant company pulled down part of the wall which 
divided the plaintiff’s premises from their own. The plaintiff all that 
owing to thisand to the general want of care and skill with which the building 
——— were carried out his premises had suffered serious damage, He 

alleged that the dividing wall, part of which had been pulled down, was 
a party-wall. It appeared in evidence that this wall was an 18-inch wall 
from the ground to the first floor (i.e., under the archway), and 13} inches 
from the first floor upwards. The wall had been built up again by the 
defendants. For the plaintiff it was submitted that the wall was a party- 
wall, and that it was held in divided moieties by the plaintiff and the 
defendant company as tenants in common and could not be pulled down 
by one co-tenant without the permission of the other ; alternatively they 
submitted that if the wall were the defendant company’s the plaintiff had 
an easement init. For the defendant it was argued that the wall was 
wholly on defendant’s ground and that a can only be taken to 
be held in undivided moieties where there was no evidence to the 
contrary. The following cases were cited in argument: Cubitt v. 
Porter (8 B. & C. Rep. 257), Wiltshire v. Sidford (1 M. & Ry. 404), 
Wa'son v. Gray (28 W. R. 438, 14 Ch. D. 192), Weston v. Arnold (22 W. R. 
284, 8 Ch. 1084), Hughes v. Percival (31 W. R. 725, 8 A. C. 445), Black v. 
Christchurch Finance Co. (1894, A. ©. 49), Drury v. Army and Navy Co- 
operative Society (Limited) (44 W. R. 560; 1896, 2 Q. B. 271), Matts v. 
Hawkins (5 Taunt. 20), Corbett v. Hill (9 Eq. 671), Layburn v. Gridley (40 
W. R. 474; 1892, 2 Ch. 53, 59), Knight v. Pursell (27 W. R. 817, 11 Ch. D. 
oo.” Bank of British South Afriea v. Stokes (26 W. RB. 492, 9 

. D. 68). e 

Neviiix, J., said in this case the plaintiff and defendants were owners 
of adjoining premises. The defendants had been minded to rebuild their 
premises, and the plaintiff alleged they had caused a subsidence in that 
part of his property which adjoins the public-house. He found that on 
the evidence the plaintiff had not established the damage to his premises, 
orat any rate the damage proved was too insignificant to be noticed in a 
court of equity. As to the question of the ownership of the wall, he had 
come to the conclusion that the wall involved was the wall of the 
defendants. It seemed to him that it was the external wall on that side of 
the defendants’ premises. As regards the upper part of the wall—the 13-inch 
wall which was built on to the 18-inch wall—he a that was a party 
wall, and, if so, it was of no importance whether it was held by the 
defendants as tenants in common or whether it was, in the words of the 
third proposition of Fry, L.J., in Watson v. Gray ‘‘a wall which belongs 
entirely to one of the adjoining owners, but is subject to an easement or 
right in the other to have it maintained as a dividing wall between the 
two tenements.’’ He was of opinion that the common ownership applied 
to the wall only so far ae it enclosed the premises of the plaintiff, as 
was the case in Drury v. Army and Navy Co-operative Society. tt that were 
80, then the plaintiff in this case would have no right to complain of inter- 
ference. Corbett v. Hill shewed that when other property was interposed 
the right to the solum was limited to the extent to which the premises 
protrude, therefore plaintiff’s rights were confined. Having regard to the 

evidence the plaintiff could not say that the defendants had acted without 
due care and skill, It was impossible for him to say, in face of Hughes v. 
Percival, that one of the owners was bound to indemnify his co-owner so 
long as the use was not in excess of his rights. Although he could not 
eatin had been argued, that Cudité v. Porter went the length of 
deciding that any one might pull down a party-wall provided he intended 
torebuild it, but was of opinion that there might well be an action by 
one common owner, yet on the evidence in this partioular case he did not 
think the plaintiff ought to succeed, and the action would therefore be 
dismissed with costs,—Counsrt, C. BE. B. Jenkins, K.0., and W. H. Draper ; 
W. Ht. Upjohn, K.0., and J. F. W. Galbraith, Sourcrrons, W. W. Bond ; 
srkett, 


Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re PILLING. Ez parte SALAMAN. Bigham, J. 9th June. 


Banxruptcy—Power or Trustee to Compromise CLams—APrpLicaTIon 
By Trustee ror Dirrections—Banxrurtoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. 
c. 52), s. 57, sup-secTion 6; 8. 89, sUB-sECTION 3 


Application by the trustee in bankruptcy for directions. The trustee 
with the sanction of the committee of inspection posed to sanction the 
compromise of a claim subsisting between the bonlereys and other persons. 
The pt, who alleged that if the claim were enforced there would 
be a surplus after payment of creditors in full, was strongly opposed to the 
compromise, and had threatened the trustee with p ings if the com- 
promise were carried out. The trustee to protect himself applied to the 
court for directions. The bankrupt appeared to oppose any sanction of 
the compromise, 

Bicuam, J., refused to give any directions. The trustee with the 
sanction of the committee of inspection had gone carefully into the matter 
and proposed to compromise the claim, ashe had the er to do under 
sub-section 6 of section 57 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The matter was 
eminently one for the trusteeand the committee to decide, and as they had 
come to the determination to compromise the claim, the court would not 
go into the facts, and no directions would be given.—Counsst, Clayton ; 
Lush, K.O., and Carrington. Soxicrrors, A. J. Benjamin ; W. Fiske. 


[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 


We continue from p. 597 our extracts from the report of the Council : 

The Society’s Lectures and Classes.—The reorganised system of legal educa- 
tion continues to make satisfactory oe. Last year the highest 
recorded entry for any term was 132. In the corresponding term of this 
year the entry was 146. The scheme of scholarships alluded to, as con- 
templated in last year’s report, was inaugurated by the election of eight 
scholars in November last, full particulars having appeared in the society’s 
Gazette and other — Each scholarship is of the annual value of 
£50, and is tenable on condition of pursuing a course of |} studies to 
the satisfaction of the Council. Though originally a only for one 
year, the scholarship may be renewed until the expiry of three years. It is 
possible, therefore, for a scholar, in addition to the distinction of success in 
the competition, to obtain his legal education practically without expense to 
himself. As a test of intelligence the oral examination has been found to 
be of great value. This year’s scholarships examination will be held in 
Jane and July. In connection with the requirements of the elected 
scholars, but as part of the general development of the society’s system of 
teaching, a system of advanced classes has been added to the previous 
provision for the requirements of the average articled clerk. The London 
LL.B. class has been held throughout the year. The Legal Education 
Committee has devoted attention to the subject of the society’s grants to 
provincial centres, and their report, which has been adopted by the Council, 
is set out in the appendix. ’ 

New Sessions House, Old Bailey.—In the year 1896, when the rebuilding 
of the Old Bailey was in contemplation, the Council placed themselves in 
communication with the City authorities, and submitted for their con- 
sideration that the arrangements made for the accommodation of the legal 
profession on the court floor should exclude the general public as far as 
possible, so as to admit of better access to the courts, also that pro- 
vision should be made for a reading and writing room for solicitors, as well 
asa lavatory and a room in which a caterer could provide luncheons. 
They are pleased to be able to report that the architect has been able to 
give effect to the Council’s recommendations. 

Colonial Solicitors Act, 1900.—Since the issue of the annual report for the 

ear 1905 Orders in Council have been made applying the Colonial 
licitors Act to the State of Victoria, the Transvaal Colony, and the 
Province of Bengal. 

Land Transfer Acts.—Conferences between the Council and representa- 
tives of the Associated Provincial Law Societies and the Yorkshire Union 
of Law Societies took place before the date of the Parliamentary election, 
and arrangemeuts were made for submi to Parliamentary candidates 
questions intended to elicit their views where practicable to obtain 
pledges to oppose extension of the system to the provinces, and intended 
also to enable the Council to form some idea whether the new House of 
Commons would favour a return to the system existing before the Act of 
1897 under which landowners registered or not as they thought most to their 
advantage. The questions were put in the on by selected 
constituents under arrangements made by the Council. In the country 
the arrangements were in the hands of the Provincial Law Societies. 
Having ——-~ the technical nature of the subject, and the difficulty of 
placing it non-professional candidates in an intelligible form, the 
result of the inquiries was decidedly satisfactory. The Council are assured 
that there are a large number of members in the present House of Commons 
favourable to a reconsideration of the compulsory clauses of the Act of 
1897. Two cases have been decided during the year which illustrate very 
clearly what the Council have always asserted—viz., that so 
tration preventing fraud it tended in some respects to facilitate it, 
and that the insurance fund was = the case of Marshall v. 
Robertson (50 Sourcrrors’ Journat 75), was conveyed to 





{Reported by R. EB, V. Bax, Eaq,, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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exercised only casual acts of user in respect of the land. The pur- 
chaser at once registered himself as owner with a possessory title, and 
subsequently obtained an advance by production of his certificate, the 
lenders taking a registered charge in respect of their loan. An action was 
brought for a declaration of his title by the person claiming as real owner 
of the property, and for rectification of the register by removal of the 
names of the holders of the charge and of the registered proprietor 
es: Warrington, J., in ordering rectification of the register, 

id: ‘‘It seems to me that it is that registration of a possessory title 
with the power of producing the certificate of registration which has done 
all the mischief in this case, which has induced the defendants to 
lend ther money, which they will now as a result of this 
judgment lose. 1 think it right to point that out, because it does 
seem to me to illustrate very forcibly the danger which registration of a 
gay tne introduces.’”” In the case of Attorney-General v. Odell (22 

. L. R. 466),a Mr. Odell, who, it is admitted, acted throughout in entire 
faith, took what purported to bea transfer of a registered charge. 

e presented it at the registry, paid his fees, and was registered as owner. 
The transfer was in fact forged ; Mr. Odell’s name was removed from the 
register, and he claimed against the indemnity fund. The registrar 
allowed his claim, and this was confirmed by Kekewich, J., but the Court 
of A) held that Mr. Odell had ‘‘caused or substantially contributed 
to his loss by his act, neglect, or default ’’ within the meaning of the Act, 
and had no claim on the indemnity fund. The case also illustrates the 
swall value of the notices issued by the registry. Notice was sent to the true 
owner of the charge that a document purporting to bear her signature had 
been ted for registration, but she happened to be away from home, and 
teant in netien waiting for her on her return some days afterwards, when 
the forged transfer had been registered. Reference may also be made to 
the case of Attorney-General v. Church Army (22 T. L. R. 428), illustrating 
the expense landowners may incur by reason of untenable objections raised 
by the registrar, and to the case of Re J. W. Clark (Deceased) (54 W. R. 
385), from which it will be seen that the conveyancing counsel to the court 
declined to accept an absolute title without some investigation. The City 
Solicitor, by the instructions of the Law and City Courts Committee of 
the Corporation of London, has transmitted to the Council particulars 
of the result of the inquiries recently instituted by the corporation as 
to the effect of the working of the Land Transfer Act so far as 
regards vay, mange registration in the City, from which it appears that 
replies have been received from persons in almost every walk of life being 

rty owners and lessees who have been compelled to register their 
, and that they are almost unanimously of opinion that land 
ion does not simplify transfer or save time, trouble, or expense ; 
that no advantage has accrued to them from registration ; that they are 
not in favour of the compulsory provisions of the Act being continued, 
but that they are in favour of their being suspended, leaving owners free 
to register or not, as they find most to their advantage. On the motion 
of Mr. James Rowlands, M.P., hon. secretary to the Land Law Reform 
Association, the Government has agreed to grant a return for the years 
1903-4-5 of the work of the Land Registry similar to the returns, promoted 
by the Council, which were made annually from 1899 to 1902, and after- 
wards refused. A Royal Commission has been appointed to consider the 
question of registration of title in Scotland, and the Council have placed 
their information at the disposal of the Incorporated Society of Law 
Agents in Scotland, and have offered to give evidence. 

Conveyancing Bills——As members are aware, the Council have had in 
hand for some time past the drafts of Bills to amend the Conveyancing 
Acts, the Settled Land Acts, and the Married Women’s Property Act on 
lines as to which there was a general agreement among conveyancers. 
There has not been an opportunity of introducing them in previous years, 
but they have now been introduced by Lord Davey and are being con- 
sidered by a Select Committee. Since the Bills were printed the Council 
have received several suggestions, which they have carefully considered. 
Such of them as the Council think advisable have been submitted to Lord 
Davey for inclusion in the Bill. 





Sclicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 11th inst., Mr. 
Richard Walter Tweedie in the chair. The other directors present being 
Sir George Lewis, Bart., and Messrs. W. ©. Blandy (Reading), A. 
Davenport, C. Goddard, J. R. B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), 
W. G. King, C. G. May, R. Pennington, J.P., R. 8. Taylor, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £651 was distributed in grants of relief, 
forty-four new members were admitted to the association, and other 
general business was transacted. 





On the 6th inst. the reports of amendments to the Conveyancing Bill, 
Settled Land Bill, and the Married Women’s Property Bill were agreed to 
by the House of Lords. 


The ninth meeting of the Bankruptcy Law Amendment Committee was 
held on the 9th inst., at the Royal Courts of Justice, Mr. Muir Mackenzie 
(the chairman) presiding. Evidence was given by Mr. Thomas Marshall, 
of Leeds, registrar of the Leeds County Court and president of the County 
Court Registrars’ Association. 

We regret to hear of the death of Mr. Richard Amer, formerly law 

er and bookseller, of Lincoln’s-inn-gate, Carey-street, W.C., on the 

th inst. The business at Carey-street was founded by his father, Mr. 
William Amer, in 1448, Mr. Richard Amer succeeded his father in 1878, 
He retired in 19 in ill-health, and for several years had been an invalid, 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. T. Caro Worsro xp, solicitor, of the firm of Wainwright & Co, 9 
Staple-inn, W.C., bas been appointed Commissioner in England for 
Deeds, &c., for the States of Montana, Idaho, Florida, Illinois, Vermont 
em North Carolina, Maryland, Texas, Missouri, and New Hamp. 
shire. 

Mr. Epwarp Horsman Coxzs, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Conveyancing Counsel to the Admiralty in succession to Mr. Francis 
Phipps Onslow, who has recently resigned. 


Sir Josern Turner Hutcurnson, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 
Cyprus, has been appointed Chief Justice of the Island of Ceylon, 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


WituramM Cuartes Greenop and Wii1iam Cnartes Greenor, jun,, 
solicitors (Greenop & Son), 2, Talbot-court, Gracechurch-street, London, 
June 30. [ Gazette, July 6, 


Arravr Wii11AM Berney Drummonp and Harry Drummonp, solicitors, 
(Drummonds), Croydon. June 30. The said Arthur William Berney 
Drummond will henceforth practise at No. 58, North-end, Croydon, as 
aforesaid, in partnership with Alick Cavill Mutter, under the style or firm 
of Drummonds. 


& Jackson), Ingram-court, 167, Fenchurch-street, London; Greenwich, 
and Sittingbourne. May 31, 


Wituram Henry Onrver and Freeman ArcuipaLp Grant Haynes, 
solicitors (Oliver & Haynes), 61, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, London. 
June 30. The said William Henry Oliver will continue to carry on 
business at the above address in his own name; the said Freeman 
Archibald Grant Haynes will continue to carry on business at No. 4, 
Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn, instead of No. 61, Carey-street aforesaid. 

[ Gazette, July 10. 





General. 


It is announced that Mr. William James Cullen, K.C., has been 
appointed Sheriff of the counties of Fife and Kinross, in the room of Mr. 
R. T. Younger, K.C., deceased. 


Swiss women have “‘ captured,’’ says the Evening Standard, some of the 
most important official ts in the country of recent years. Mlle. 
Brustlien has just been appointed to the important post of judge’s clerk at 
the cantonal court of Zurich, and is the only one of her sex in the world 
who occupies such a post. Mlle. Nelly Favre recently passed her exami- 
nations as a solicitor, and has already a large practice in Geneva. 


On the 7th inst. Lord Justice Vaughan Williams said he had an 
announcement to make with reference to a change in the time of the 
sittings of the court, of which he hoped due notice would be taken; it 
was that on Monday, the 9th inst., and on the following Mondays this court 
would sit at 10.30 instead of at 11 as heretofore, and that on the other 
days of the week, excepting Saturday, they proposed to sit at 10 o'clock; 
and thus by adding half an hour a day to these five working days he hoped 
they might be able to dispense altogether with Saturday sittings, instead 
of alternate Saturdays as heretofore. He believed it would be very much 
to the convenience of counsel, solicitors, litigants, and every one concerned 
with the business of the courts if this court were not to sit at all on 
Saturdays ; and by beginning the sittings a little earlier on five other days 
this desirable result might be obtained. 


It is understood, says the Parliamentary correspondent of the Times, 
that the Recorders, Stipendiary Magistrates, and Clerks of the Peace Bill, 
introduced without comment by Mr. Herbert Samuel, on behalf of the 
Government, enables a deputy who has been appointed to perform the 
duties of a recorder, stipendiary magistrate, or clerk of the peace, in cases 
where the officer is unable to act through absence, illness, or other similar 
cause to perform temporarily the duties in cases also where a vacan 
occurs through death or other cause, or if no deputy has been appoin 
enables a person to be temporarily ty for the purpose. Great 
inconvenience arises from time to time through the want of such a pro- 
vision in the law. The Bill also repeals and re-enacts the previous Act 
relating to the appointment of deputies of these officers in cases where 
those officers are not capable themselves of appointing deputies. 


Referring to the announcement recently made by Lord Justice Vaughan 
Williams, a writer in the Globe says, that the length of the judicial day has 





often been altered, ‘‘ If,” Sir Harry Poland has written, “ some of the old 

| judges who were accustomed to sit at eight in the morning till past mid- 

| night were to know of the present sittings from 10.30 to 4, would they 

| not think that the lawyers of the present day were a degenerate race? 

| Sir John Hollams gives, in bis Jottings of an Old Solicitor, a number 

| of striking instances of judicial powers of endurance. ‘‘The courts st 

| Guildhall sat, when I first recollect, at half-past nine in the morning, 

| frequently until late in the evening,’ he writes. ‘‘ I have several 

| been in court at Guildhall until ten or eleven o'clock at night. I 
recollect # special jury action being called on before Lord Campbell 





Cuares Pass Farrow and Ricnarp Srepxens Jackson, solicitors (Farlow- 
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twenty minutes to six on a very severe night before Christmas. Lord 
Bramwell, on our side, and Mr. Justice Shee on the other, joined in 
protesting against commencing the case that night. Lord Campbell 
merely said, ‘ Swear the jury,’ and he tried the case out that night although 
it took several hours.”” Sir John Hollams suggests, without any reference 
to to abolition of the Saturday sittings, that, ‘‘an extra hour, or even an 
extra half-hour, would be a great advantage to the suitors in witness 
actions.” 

In the case of Wenham v. Wenham, before a Divisional Court of the 
Probate Division sitting to hear appeals under the Summary Jurisdiction 
(Married Women) Act, 1895, counsel took ee objection that, 
owing to the magistrates’ clerk having omii to take any notes of the 
defence put forward before the justices, this court had no means of con- 
sidering the merits of the case. Counsel on the other side pointed out 
that an affidavit had been filed supplementing the notes, and-setting out 
an almost verbatim report from a local newspaper of what had occurred. 
Mr, Justice Bargrave Deane said: That will not doatall. Itis not evidence 
of what occurred before the justices. This court has already laid it down 
over and over again that it is the duty of magistrates’ clerks to take a full 
note of all the evidence in these cases. How can this court do justice between 
the parties if it only has before it the evidence on one side? It is clear 
“eontempt’’ to treat the court in such a way. Mr. Justice Bucknill 
added: It is not a question of ‘‘ supplementing ’’ the note ; here there was 
afull note of the wife’s case and none at all of the hnsband's. If this 
sort of thing was allowed to go on magistrates’ clerks might take down as 
little as they liked and trust to the newspaper reports being accepted by 
the court. This court was, however, of the opinion that cases should 
come before it strictly in proper legal form, and that magistrates’ clerks 
must not take upon themselves to omit any part of their duty. It was 
not for them to decide what they should take down and what they should 
omit. 

A meeting was held last week at the Westminster Palace Hotel, under 
the auspices of the Liberty and Prop Defence League, ‘‘ to consider 
the immediate effect of the Land Tenure Bill upon landowners and others, 
and its ultimate effect upon all property and all contracts.’’ Lord 
Wemyss, who presided, said he had been informed that 239 Bills had 
been brought into the House of Commons this session, nearly every one 
of which sought to limit individual freedom, and to destroy or make less 
secure the rights of property. The Hon. Percy Wyndham moved the 
following resolution: ‘‘ That this meeting protests — the Land 
Tenure Bill as subversive of the principle of freedom of contract which 
is so vital to the welfare of the country, and authorizes the appoint- 
ment of a committee to watch the further stages of the Bill in Parlia- 
ment with a view of ensuring the insertion of such amendments as 
will preserve the security of proprietary rights and prevent the creation 
of a system of dual ownership, as provided in Clause 5—a system which, 
if once accepted, would be equally applicable to-houses and shops as to 
agricultural holdings.’’ He said that the great body of the tenant farmers 
did not require the Bill. It was the offspring of a small clique in the 
Central Chamber of Agriculture and of one or two members of Parliament. 
If it passed into law we should have dual ownership, and Lord Carrington 
had said that he would sooner jose his right hand than see dual ownership 
in land in this country. The resolution was carried unanimously. Mr. 
W. McBain (president Glasgow Landlords’ Association) moved that the 
following gentlemen should constitute the committee: The Hon. Percy 
Wyndham, Lord Sherborne, Mr. O. F. Ryder, Mr, J. L. Luddington, Mr. 
George Blencowie, Sir Robert Gresley, Sir Richard Temple, and Mr. J. F. 
Mason, M.P. Lord Ebury seconded the motion, and stated that if the 
House of Lords permitted the Bill to pass in like its present 
shape, the sooner that House gave way to amore tual Second Chamber 
the better for the interests of the country. 








To Exzcvrors.—VALUvATIONS FoR Propate.—Messrs. Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goldsmiths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The Ki , 6, Vigo-street 
leading from Regent-street to Burlington-gardens and Bon street), 

ndon, W., Value, Purchase, or Arrange Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
Family = ee ae late of Pall Mall East, adjoining the National 

-—[Apvr, 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, July 6. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liwirep in CHanorry. 
Eowarp Farrtaus, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 22, to send 


Hames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Carr 
pally ered st, Newcastle upon Tyne, Hoyle & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne, solors for 


Corres & Aviss, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 6, to send 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Ernest 
fo ae 71, Colmore row, Birmingham Botteley & Sharp, Birmingham, 
solors quidator 
care T Finvanx, Linrvrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 2, directed to be heard 
¥17. Nicholson & Co, 24, Coleman st, solors for petners, Notice of appearing must 

x the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of July 16 
kup Minrgan Waren Co, Limirep (in VoLunrary Liqurpation) —Creditors are 
a ee or before Aug 11, to send their names and addresses, 
— or claims, to Thrale Coulson Martin, BE, Milburn House, Dean st, Newoastle 


At} 
Tanwar Mint Co, Luarep ~Oreditors are required, on or before Au 
, 4, to send their 
ine and addresses, and the particulars of their "debts or claims, to Mr ‘James Edward 
ty eins st, Oldham Wrigley & Co, Oldham, solors to liquidator 
u 


P yt UL Anms Corvoration, Liacrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, 





Mrs Pomeroy, Lirrep (tn Votuytary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debits or claims, 
to A E Tilley, 8, Staple inn, Holborn 

Scutrrtre axp Carvine Syspicats, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 16, to send their names addresses, and the of their debts or claims, 
to Bholto Henry Wood, 73, Basinghall st. King William st, solor for 


liquidator 
London Gazette.—Turspay, July 10. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep m CHancery. 

Atrrep Goarer, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 18, to send their 
names and , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Rhodes, 18, 
Low pvmt, Nottingham 

Fowey Steamsxir Uo, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send their 
names and ani the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Henry 
Sampson, 2, Green st, Truro Truro, solor for liquidator 

Loxpos Commerctat AnD CalppLecate Bayk, Liuirep (1x Liquipatios)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Aug 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to James Lake, 31, Fore st. Baylis & Co, Fore st, solors for 

iqui r 

Mowrovian Russer Co, Limrrep—Credit are ized, on or before Aug 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henest Clarke 
Myring, 14, Regent st. J B & F Purchase, solors for liquidator 

Nieeria Properties, Limtrep ( Ligquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 

and particulars claims, 





7, to send their names » of their debts or 
Charles Harrison Mounsey, 6, Old Jewry. Jones & Co, Cornhill, solors for liquidator 

Smita ——- s Co. —_ .<— as “e _ sy Sage ~ Aug 1, ° send their 
names an resses, ani partic ° eir ims, or demands, 
A Cleaver, 25, Victoria st, Westminster 

Swan Smoxevess Fue. Co, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, 
be heard at the Town Hall (Crown Court) Swansea, on July 25. Edward Harris, 3, 
Fisher st, Swansea, Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 24 

W H Dest & Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before July 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Herman 
42, Sackville st, Manchester. Phythian & Bland, Manchester, solors for liquidator 

County Patative or LANCASTER. 

Beirisn anp ContiventTat Timper anv Stave Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented June 30, di to be heard at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, July 23. Hill & Co, 
Liverpool, solors for petners; London agents, Rawle & Co, ‘ord row. Notice of 
[+ must reach the above-named not later than one o’clock in the afternoon of 

y 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Recisrears 1x ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Emercescy Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rora. No. 2. Kexewics. Farwe_y. 
16 Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell 
i Beal I Greswell 
Carrington rs Church 
Pemberton Carrington Jackson Church 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Joyo. Swixres Eapy. Wanameros. 


i Farmer 





Theed King 

W. Leach Farmer Ch 
Theed King Greswell 
W. Leach Theed 
Theed King W. Leach 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, June 29, : 


Aston, Hawwnan, Small Heath, Bi July 2 China & Nichols, Birmingham 
Baxzow, Rosamonp Hester Evizasaetns, East M y July 9 Fladgate & Co, Craig’sct, 


Cross 
Baay, Ouantoren Faanors, Salisbury July 31 Dangerfield & Blythe, Craven st, Charing 


Baieut, Isanecia, Boundary 31 Langhams, Bartlett's bldgs, Holborn circus 
Bautyact, WiitiaM, Nottingham July7 Speacer, N 

CapELL, Mary, tenham Aug 10 Win itemham 

Caprrt, Emma, Grove ln, Camberwell Aug1 Morice & Strode, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 
Custwops, Sir Gzorer, Oakley, Staffs Augi1 Warren & Upton, et 

Cranxa, THomas Meapows, Aug ll Frank Richardson 

Cuaupet, Freperic Juat, Coleman st a 10 Secadding & Bodkin, Gordon st, Gordon sq 
Cour.anpb, Saran, Hemswell, Lincs Aug veson & Son, i h 

Day, Harvey Fraxcts, Haverstock Hill July 21 Bird Gray's Ina ag 

Dray, Cuantes Courrsxnay Solicitor Ji 31 Barber & Son, 8 
Dr Costa, Isaac, Brighton, Licensed Victualler ' July $1 Howlett & Clarke, Brighton 
Swithin’s 


Fison, Karuraie, Torquay July 31 Watson & Co, Bradford 
aie) -* -pe Press Wituiams, Margate July 28 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's 


Goppaagp, Joszra, Brentford July 31 Ruston & Co, Victoria embankment 
Gopwin-Austex, Farpsric, Lieutenant Mth Rgt of Foot, South Wales Borderers Aug 1 
A F & R W Tweedie, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Garerson, Ann, Hayton, Cumberland July 38 S & H § Cartmell, Carlisle 
Haprigcp, Tuomas, Hazel Grove, Chester July 30 Fletcher, Hazel Grove 
Witiam Farpeaiox, : Timber Merchant July 21 Wood, Finsbury sq 
Haanis, WittiaM Gonos, Tonbridge ra 28 Robinson, Strood 
Hanrrars, Caaaces, Wilton July 17 & Co, St Andrew st, Holborn circus 
Hicas, Lucy Anxe, Sidmouth, Devon July 25 Robbins & Oo, Strand 
Hume, Joasrn, York Augl Cobb & Son, York 
Houxrasis, Wittiam Henay, Solicitor July 30 Blackmore, Iifracombe 
Kear, Luoy Axx, Stone Chair Shelf, July 25 Perkins & Hind, Bradford 
Leatuam, Eowunp, New Ferry, Chester, Builder 4 Lamb & 00, Birkenhead 
Mawwaaine, Cuanias Woitaston likley, Yorks July 38 Baxter & Oo, Doncaster 
Monry, Jou, wa, Oxford Aug 1 Walsh & Co, Carfax, Oxford 
Monreourary, Right Hon Cuantorra Eurzansra, Lowndes sq July 2f Capel-Oure 


Moons, Euizanern, Lauderdale mana, Maida Vale July 23 _ Britton, Soho sq 





heir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Wells, 68, Coleman st Pakeman & Read, Lronmonger In, solore for liquidator 


N Canouine, South: Aug 2 Ash, Stoke upoa Treat 
Sunes, ARAN say ge July 31 Benest, Watling st 
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Paimer, Wittiam CHARLES, den, Herts July 31 Hunter, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Reape, Ricnarp Lovett, Sale, Chester Augi8 Bowden & Widdowson, Manchester 

ae Tuomas, Cleator Moor, Cumberland, Draper July 28 Howson & Co, 

ven 

Ricwarpson, Mary Axx, Cleator Moor, Cumberland July 28 Howson & Co, Whitehaven | 

Sxipton, Stacy Cuarves, Salish Auagi Hall, West Smithfield 

Sater, Rosert, Swanage July 31 Lt-Col Slater, Waverley, Swanage 

Roiey, Hannan, Worcester Aug 3 Campbell & Garrard. Worcester 

—— Manie Crane, fouthfields, furrey Augi5 J & M Solomon, Finsbury pave- 
men’ 

Purrox, Hexry, Palmerston cres, Palmers Green July 31 Mills & Co, Finsbury sq 

Vavueuay, Sir James, Gloucester ter, Hyde pk, JP Aug 1 Lawrence & Co, New sq, | 

W. aos Cx B D 

‘ALCOT, w Cuaries Bamryitpg Dasnwoop, South Mundham, Sussex E 

Sons, Shrewsbury a 

Wass, Catuerine, Small Heath, Birmingham July 30 Robinson, Birmingham 

Weis, Joszru, Birmingham July 28 inn & Nichols, Birmingham 

Witsoy, aa Harry, Brondesbury pk, Kilburn July 31 McMillan & Mott, | 


sin 
Worpimenay, Ex)zanets, Stiffkey, Norfolk July7 Loynes & Son, Wells, Norfolk 


London Gazette.—Tvrsvay, July 3, 
sn, Wit1am, Kingston upon Thames July 31 Durham & Co, Kingston upon | 
mes 


Bexxerr, Heiex, Ipswich July 31 Long & Casley, Ipswich 

Brooxsuaw, Joseru, Fccles, Lancs, Shipper Sept3 Claye & Son, Manchester 

Davison, Saran, Sunderland July31 Graham & Co, Sunderland 

os, Maria ——~ oe Long Buctby, Northampton Aug 7 Brooks & Heller, 


} 


pper 
Farxcu, Joszrn Hanps, Hooley Hill, Lancs, Leather Dresser 7 
eee " : y Aug 7 Woolfenden, 
Gassutt, Tuomas, Nawton, York, Yeoman Augi4 Crombie & Sons, York 

Goopman, Marx, Sutherland avy, Maida Vale Augi5 Herbert, Cork st 

Hanzgisox, James, Rackheath, Norfolk, Boot Maker July 31 Daynes, Norwich 

Hixsox, Mary E:izanets, Bournemouth Augé4 Preston & Francis, Bournemouth 
Higst, Coar.orre, Meltham, nr Huddersfield Aug4 Ramsden & Co, Hndderefield 
Hous, J Lois, Oldbury, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Aug il Wright & Hollins, | 


Kine, Mary, Lymm, Chester Augi King & Sharman, March Cambridge 
Krrcn, Wi1114m, Bristol Augil Wilson & Co, Copthall bldgs 
Mazspex, Wittiam Heway, Radcliffe, Lancs, Time Keeper Aug 28 Dyke, Duchy of 


Marsnatt, Axx, Bradford July 31 Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford 
Mverpocs, Jayet, Tunbridge Wells Augi5 dilis, King’s Bench walk 
Myers, Grorce Toomursox, Hatton 


. Railway Agent July3l1 M Ch: 
Naywor, Davip, Southowram, nr Bory . mn oth 


ifax, Stone Dresser July 27 Humphreys & Co, 


fax 
Newson, Feaxcis, Horkstow, Lincoln, Farmer Augi Goy & Co, Barton on Humber 
Nrxox, Joszru, Torquay Augil0 Merriman & Co, King’s Bench walk 
Owes, Jounx, Bethesda, Carnarvon, Quarryman July 21 Davies, Bethesda 
Pauxrwrs, re Saat, Willowbank, Limerick, Ireland July 31 Guscotte & Co, 


Rayxgz, Liorp, Kentmere, Cumberland July 31 Evans & Co, Liverpool 

Bosertsox, Hexzy James, Mincing In Aug4 Cann & Son, Gracechurecn st 

Suarr, Many Asx, Gt Salkeld. Cumberland July 15 Richardg-n, Penrith 

@xz.iy, Frascis, Bournemouth Augil Neill & Holland, Bradford 

Sraacuas, Right Rev Joux Miter, DD, Montford,nr Burnley Aug 31 Southern & 


e, Burnley 
Texxayt, Kicuazp, Stoke upon Trent July 30 Holtom, Stoke upon Trent 
Tesxaxt, Wi1114x, sen, California F:nton, Stafford July 30 Holtom, Stoke upon Trent 
Tuacker, Feeprxicx Wittism, East Ham, Essex Augil Jennings & Co, Leadenhall st 
Urrzatox, Axx, Knaphill, Surrey July 25 Fuller, Coleman st 
Warxixs, Wiit14m, Athirigh, Swansea, Surveyor Aug6é Hartland & Co, Swansea 
Wurrenovsr, Joux, Sedgiey, Stafford July?8 Bound, Tipton 
Wice.esworts, E1izanets Jaxx, Thirsk, York Augi Richardson & French, Thirsk 
Wisremax, Axxa Maxis, Brightlingsea, Eeex Augi2 Elwes & Co, Colchester 


London Gazette.—Futvay, July 6. 


Aixuax, Exna Hawortu, Crumpeall,Lancs Aug7 Boote & Co, Manc r 

Axper we, Thomas, Storehouse, Glos July 23 ute, Stroud oun 

Arrieton, Tuomas, Worcester Augi Marcy & Co, Bewdley 

Bessamis, Lazanve, Aberdare gins, Hampstead Augi4 Joseph, Fore st, Moorgate st 
Bexerrorp, Stsaxxan, Leyionstone Aug3 Smith, Fenchurch bidgs 

Brock, Grozcr, Brighton Aug 8 Adams, Victoria st 

Bazrazetos, Cuazizs Vaveuas, Surbiton, Electrical Engineer July 16 Watkin & Co, 


st 
woke ene, Astrop, Northampton &pt1 Withers & Co, Arundel 
— —_ ane Balop = 11 - & Sons, Shrew-bury 
bEsuiER, AkTHUR Cusries, Alcester Lanes End, King’s Heath, Wore , O a) 
‘Aug Harding & Gor, Birmingham ~ s Hea orcester, Cattle Dealer 
Ce Ol road Lewis, Farleigh rd, Stoke Newington Aug7 Myers, Wormwood 
anezY, Sanan Jaxe Tuiercne, Lindisfarne, Melcombe i et 3 
ie eek Regie, Dorset July 31 Andrews 
Daet, Joux, Sevenoaks July 26 Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks 
Euzis, Fezpexicx, Lymington Avugi Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Varmez, Catuezixe, Haymarket, Lacensed Victualler Aug 8 Adaws, Victoria st 
Fitros, Exama, ley, Lance, Draper July 31 Hyde, Mossley 
Fortrusr, 8azas, Bradford Aug7 Bearder, Bradford 
Gairrits, Bicnazy Wiis Suitu, Fritham, Lyndhurst Aug 31 Coxwell & Pope, 


om 
Hatt, James, bemford, nr Rochdale Aug 2 Jacksons, Rochdale 
Hax, ae Felstead, nr Chelunstord, Cartage Contractor Aug 10 Mason, Eldon st, 


Hawkers, 8anau, Herne Bay, Kent Augi2 Pakeman & Read, Ironmonger In 
Hovvise. E1124, Boscombe, nr Bournemouth Augi Hodding & Co, Worksop 
Hooas, Exiza, Caigpenians rd, Bayswater Aug 4 Stephens, Marloes rd 
Hogs, E.cex, Scarborou Aug 18 Turnbull & Bon, Scarborough 

Hust, Wiiii4x, Egham, Avug4 Phillips & Ford, Windsor 


Lewis, Rev James Dawsow, Trowell Rectory, Notts Aug7 Ransom & Hutton, Notting. 


am 

Massincuam, Rirrs, Halesworth, Suffolk, Butcher Aug 1 Herbert Spencer Rabett 
Stanford, Halesworth, Suffolk __ 

Mo.us, Rev MatrHew Levi, Anfield, Liverpool Aug 25 Hadfield & Co, Manchester 

Muyn, Rev Groree Suaw, Cirencester Aug6 Hyde & Sons, Worcester 

Ormsox, Any, Sutton Weaver, Chester, Grocer July 23 Linaker & Linaker, Runcorn 

Pearson, Henny, Streatham Aug7 Betteley, Surrey st, Victoria embank ment 

Prentice, Frank Lynton, Milstead, Sittingbourne Aug10 Mayo & Co, Drapers’ gdng 

Roserts, JOHN, —4 _Aug17 Gair & Roberts, Liverpool y 


| Ropinson, Carouine, Birmingham Augi1_ Linnell & Linnell, Manchester 


RussELL, Nancy, Meleombe Kegis, Dorset July 21 Andrews & Co, Weymouth — 
Saciaway, Wituam, Edmunds ter, Regent’s Park Aug2t Saxton & Morgan, Somerset 


st, Portman sq : 
Sant, Tuomas, Frodsham, Saddler July 23 Linkaker & Linaker, Runcorn 


| Scorr, Saran, Urmston, Lancs Aug10 Barlow & Thistlethwaite, Manchester 
| SHACKLOCK, WILLIAM, Mansfield, Notts Augil Jones & Middleton, Chestertield 


SHEWELL, Marcaret ALLPoat, Hanley Swan, Worcester Aug13 Quarrell, Worcester 
SINGLETON, Joseru, Holloway rd Aug 31i_ Brown & Co, Finsbury pymt 

Srivey, Georer, Almondbury, Huddersfield July 31 Armi & Co, Hudderefield 
Srevens, Magy Ann, Aylesbury, Bucks Aug1 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 
amas" “a ExizasgtH Mavup, Patricroft, Manchester Aug 13 Jones-Lloyd, Bany 


Waker, ALEXANDER, Woolwich, Bootmaker Aug 3 Hughes, Woolwich 

a Hengy, Upper Tulse Hill, Engineer Aug 13 Wills & Watts, Doctor's 
mons 

Wanniss, Gore, Sheffield Sept1 Clegg & Sons, Sheffield . 

Wess, Fraxcrs WicL1Am, Bournemouth, Vivil Engineer Augi8 Hill, Crewe 

Wuitakgr, SamvuEL, Southowram, Halifax Sept 1 Furniss & Co, Brighouse 

Wiuams, Jutia Anna, Bath Aug 24 Stone & Co, Bath 


| Wituiams, Wittiam, Bath Aug 24 Stone & Co, Bath 
| Wyatt, Witt1am, Brixham, Devon, Builder Jul, 


y 28 Parsons, Brixbam 
.—Turspay, July 10 


| London Gasette ‘ 
| Arum, cme Henry, West Cowes, I of W, Yacht Fitter Aug 18 Lowless & Co, G¢ 
it 


ens ° 
Samy, —— Benthal rd, Stoke Newington, Master Mariner Aug7 Gasquet & (o, 
wer st 

Bever_y, Fanny, Margate Sept 30 BT Pratt, JP, Newark on Trent 

Bisnor, Watter Harsy, St James’s ct Ang ¥ Woosnam & Smith, Chancery In 

Buiyton, Janz, Swinderby, Lincs Aug 11 drew & Thompson, Lincoln 

Borrei.t, WiLL14M, Guilsborough, Northampton Aug 4 iell & Price, Northam 

Boye, James, Dulwich grove, East Dulwich Sept1 Barber & Son, Fen ct . 

Boypsgt, Jesse, Hale, Chester Aug 20 March & Co, Manchester 

BgeaBazon, Hescuies BraBazon, Battle, Sussex Aug6 Thorold & Co, Regent st 

Broome, Freperick Joun, Sale, Chester Aug14 Potter, Manchester 

Bryer, Gzorce, Markeaton Park Farm, nr Derby, Farmer Aug 31 Taylor & Co, Derby 

CARPENDALE, Mary, Ivetsey Bank, Staffs Augill Fisher & Hodges, Newport, Salop 

meer = — Joszrn, St Quintinay Sept 1 Whitelock & Storr, Chancery ln Statin 
¢e Ts 

Cresueye, Exizasers, Horfield, Bristol Aug1 Madden, Bristol 

Dent, Feepxrick Futtzaton Dauitas, Wood Green, Commercial Traveller Aug M 
Davies, Moorgate st 

Dugeayt, THomas StTEz1, Rotherhithe st, Rotherhithe, Builder Aug 31 Millar & Som, 
St Thomas st, London Bridge 

Exms.iz, Louisa Becuer, Hove, Sussex Augi5 Griffith & Co, Old Steyne, Brighton 

Enouiepvus, Col WitL14M Joun, Tavistock Aug 31 Ingle & Co, New Broad st 

Fe.irowes, GerTrupe CuagLorte, Bryanston sq Aug6 Thorold & Co, Regent st 

Forpg, Asruur Knox, Wimbledon "Bept 14 kson & Co, Lime st 

Gittett, Wit114x, Bristol, Plumber Sept1 Strickland & Fletcher, Bristol 

Greoo, W11114m, Liverpool, Team Owner aaa’ Lre, Liverpool 

Hezoy, Sanan Ayn, Worthing Sept 1 Whatley & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Hircuixes, Erten Janz, Wargrave, Berks Aug6 Thorold & Co, Regent st 

Hopexisson, Peres, Cronton, Lancs Aug 13 rer, Prescot, Lancs 

Hopasoy, Wi1Li14m, Hornsea, Yorks, Farmer Aug 21 Gilfoy, Hull 

Hotvanper, Jonaxnes Caristian, Copthall av Aug3 Enever, New Broad st 

Howe, CuargLotre CaLpwELL, Shanklin, lof W Augil4 faulez, Hove 

Houwter, Cuzistina, Southport Augil Worden & Ashington, Southport 

Jongs, Sopnia, Augil Cann & Son urch st 

Kenny, Lovisz, Wolverhampton Aug 6 Cooke & Sons, Luton 

Kiex.ayD, James, Buxton, Merchant Aug1 Shipton, Buxton 

Lea, Mary Janz, Worcester Sept1 Mitchell, Birmingham 

Lioyp, Mary, St Stephen’s 1d, Bayswater Augl4 Daniel & Glover, Gt Winchesters 

Lorruovsz, JEessiz, Kingston upon Hull Aug 15 Manley, Hull 

Meavowcrort, Faepericx, Cambridge Augé6 Frost & Co, Leadenhall st 

ee Rey Samugt Viscount, Bath Aug 15 Freeman & Son, George #, 

anover sq 

Morais, Ayy, Ludgvan, Cornwall Augi4 Hill, Penzance 

Paxsons, Frascis Jonny Crane, Brid , Surgeon Augl Watson, Bridgwater 

Pearse, Wriiiam Tarzor, Cullompton, Devon Aug 21 Allen & Son, Oarlisle st, Boho 4 

Pewney, Teeperick Tuomas, Kingston on Thames Aug8 Sherrard & Sons, Greshams 

Peysa, Emma, Hendra Goth, Perranzabuloe, Cornwall July 31 Hancock, Truro 

io Sorny Emiry Hanyan, Kew gardens Aug 16 Crosse & Sons, Lancaster p 


Piummen, Joun Gantiert, Chirton, Wilts, Aug 20 Mullins & Co, Cirencester 
Pureevt, Exizaseta Coox, Tebworth, Chalgrave, Beds Sept 5 Newton & Caled, 
ighton Buzzard 
Rep, Cuaz.es HoLioway, Sunderland, Iron Manufacturer Augil Gales & Boulton 
Sunderiand 


Reyxo.ps, Mary, Moseley, Worcester Aug9 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
| Roy, Wi1t1am, Waterhead, Oldham Aug 20 Rowbotham, Oldham 
| Royce, Many Annz, Lowden rd, Herne Hill Aug17 Mowll & Mowll, Dover 
| Srences, Masrua, Birkdale, Lancs Aug8 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester 
| Srows, Wittiam Sreruen, Teddington Aug 16 tthews & Co, Cannon st 
| Toyewe, Many Isaperia Exua, orthumberland st, Baker st Aug 7 Sandars & Harding, 
Lincoln's inn fields 
| Varpew, Jon», Yarmouth, Norfolk Aug 6 Greene & Underhill, Bedford row 
| Waxpxcrave, Rt Hon Many, Southborough, Tunbridge Wells Aug 6 Thorold & 


~— ot 
Warts, Tuomas, Southsea July 31 Sherwin, Portemouth 
| Wns, Avvexr, Chellaston, Derby, Licensed Victualler Sept 30 Eddowes & Sons, Dery 








May 19 Ord July 2 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gasetle,—Yauiwar, July 6, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Pet July 3 Ord July 3 
| Davis, Dosa, 
July 3 Ord July 3 


Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds Pet | 0 


| Cuarmax, Gezanp Daviv Eanik, Sonning Reading Pet | Fonsrer, Many Aww, Alnwick, Northumberland, Tobe 


conist Newcastle on Tyne Pet July3 Ord July8 


| | 
| Coox, Tuomas Wittiam, Swinton, Lancs, Draper Salford | Fuvox, Wavren Henuy, and Faanx Witiiam 


UDGE, 
Je Hill, Glos, Coachbuilders Bristol Pet July# 
uly 4 
| Hanpmay, Jaco, Patricroft, Eocles, Lancs, Butce 


Avzauams, I, The Broadway, London Fields, General Dess, Wittram Porrzovs, Heworth, York, Mechanica) Salford Pet July4 Ord July 4 
High Court Pat June 2i Ord July 3 Kogineer York Pet July3 Ord July 3’ | Hovaate, WILLA te, Butcher York Pet June 
Asurorp, Manx, Colebrook row, Islington High Court Eowaups, Hexay, W Wortolk, Tobacconist King’s “Ord July 3 ; ws Haerogs $3 


Pet June 15 ‘Ord July 2 Lynn Pet July2 Ord 
Bosp, Hever Exisan, Leyton, Coal Merchant High Court shane, Bexresm Moorea, 
Pet June ll Ord July 2 Pet May 16 Ord July 2 


au, Taouss, Thavies inn, Holborn cireus, Watch | Frowsn, Cuantes Geonae, Leonard et, Finsbury, Ca 
Lanporter E | "Manufacturer High Court. Pet July 8 Ord Jul 

Braom, Jamuus, Lascard, Cheshire, Chandler Birkenhead | Fousres, James, Alnwick, Northumberland, Antique 
Pp Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 3 Ord July 3 


Court Pet May iit Ord July 3 
a Fuby 2 Ord July 2 


> Ad | Kerrizsorovon, Faro Rear, Bolsover, Derby, Baddler 

Gillingham, Kent Rochester | Chesterfield Pet July4 Ord July 4 

| Laws, Gronoe James Banner, Marston, nr Frome Somer. 
binet | nee Agent Frome Pet July 2 Ord July? 
6 | Jucursunw, Tuomas Ricuanp, and Witiiam Lion tsoe 

Dealer | Long Northumberland, Builders Newcastle 

Tyne Pet July2 Ord July 2 


July 14, 1906, 
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luo, Epwax> M 8 Tobacco Deal 
warp Morgan, Swansea, Tobacco er 
an Pet = 19 Ord = .. tee “ 
Morus, Epwarp Jouy, pool, Montgome:y, Grocer 
Newtown Pet July2 Ord July 2 
Monsss, agit aa Auctioneer Plymouth Pet 


July 2 
BRE Patip Re Chichester, Sussex, &choolmaster 
Brighton Pet July2 Ord July 2 


Noses, AnTHUB RicHArp, Kirkley, Suffolk, Carter Gt 
Yarmouth Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Osusrop, James Nutratt, Chesterfield, Leather Currier 
Chesterfield PetJuly3 Ord July3 

Paws, Wiiuam ALFRED Hastings, Fruit Salesman 
Bastings Pet July 4 ‘Ord Jul aly 4 

Patwer, CHARLES ALFRED, Catfo: Sign Writer Green- 
wich Pet July3 Ord July 3 

Parker, CHRISTOPHER Pai.irsox, Whitley Bay, a 
aye Draper Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 
4 Ord Jul; 


Pearcr, Tames, Archer st, Notting Hill, — house 
Manager High Court Pet July 2 Ord Jul y2 

Picxentxa, Aaron, Syston, Leicester, Picture Dealer 
Leicester Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Reeve, Witt1am Tuomas, Oxford’ Oxford Pet June 19 
Ord July 2 


a om ReseccA Louise CatTuartye, Liverpool, Lodging 

» use Proprietor Liverpool Pet July4 Ord July 4 

susan, Josern, Reading, Poulterer Reading Pet 
July2 Ord July 2 

SEARLE, me, ue Farmer Brighton Pet 
June 19 


Wuistor, S marke > = Southampton, Hairdresser 
southampton Pet July2 Ord July 2 

Witax, Gzorce, Shipley, Yorks, Commercial Traveller 
Bradford Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Wiusams, Toomas Epwarp, Horfield, Bristol, Haulier 
Bristol Pet July3 Ord July 3 

Waicat, Anruur, Gt Yarmouth, Carpenter Gt Yarmouth 
Pet July4 Ord July 4 

Wyatt, Joan, Bicknacre, nr Chelm:ford, Box Manufacturer 
Chelmsford Pet June9 Ord July 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apsanams, I, The Broadway, London Fields, General 
Draper July 16at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Asurorp, Marx, Colekrook row, Telngt 2 July 17 atl 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Barcez.or, Evcenr, Southampton, Fish Merchant July 16 
at 2.30 Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Bono, Hewry Ertyan, Leyton, Coal Merchant July 16 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

Barxay, Tuomas, Thavies inn, Holborn circus, Watch 
Importer J uly 19at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Cursuiet, Frepertck Witiiam, Walsall, Groc2r Saly 18 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Curwats, Farprrick, Huntingdon, Jeweller July 20 at 
1140 The Law Courts, onengh 

Davis. Dora, Leeds, Blipper Manufacturer July 16 at 11 

Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Deas, Wittram Porteous, Yok, Mechanicel Engineer 
July 19at 3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 


Y 

Daina, James, Gt Hale, Lincs, Blacksmith July 16 at 12.15 

Off Rec, and 6, West st, Boston 

Euu0r, Bratrau Now ELL, Gillingham, Kent July 16 at 
11.80 115, High st, Rochest 

Frower, CHARLES Grorae, tomuned st, waeiey, Cabinet 
Manufacturer July 17 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Forster, James, Alnwick, Northumberland, Antique Dealer 
July 16 at te Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Forstsk, Mary Axw, ” Alawick, Northumberland, 
Tobacconist July 16 at 11.15 Off Ree, 30, Mosley at, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Hixcaurre, James Frep, Penistone, Joiner July 18 at 
1015 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Howears, Wiis, ‘Ha: te” Butcher” July 19 at 10.30 
Off Rec, The Red House, Roe pl, York 

Jerreey, Braxter, —_— July 18ati11 Off Rec, 36, 
Princes st, Ipswii 

Jenxine, MELANCTRAN, Port Talbot, Giam, Contractor 
July 17 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Laraam, Tomas Wittiam, Wolverhampton, Wood 
Turner July 18 at11 Off Reo, Wolverhampton 

Licutsvax. Tuomas Ricuarp, and Witiiam Liautsury, 
Long Benton, Northumberland, Builders July 16 at 
1145 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Neweastle on Tyne 

Luoyp, Epwarp Moreax, Swancea, bacco Dealer July 
I4ati2 Off Ree, 31, ‘alenandes v4, Swansea 

Myres, Fuepericx, Runcorn, Cheshire, Ship Chandler 
July 1dat 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

toms, Wim ALraep, at One, Fruit Salesman July 

7 at . County Court O 24, pes rd, 


Hating 

Pearce, , Ah Archer st, Notting Public house 
Mavager July 16 at 12 Bakr op itey noldes Carey st 

Pixcxyay, ALyrep Apport, So thend on Bea otographic 
View ae July 16 mat Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey 
Pies, Baapanet Jaxe Fenwick, Walthamstow, House 
Purnisher July atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Ravenepate, Jou, eld, Pork fale Manager 
July 17 at 3 Ok Ree 47, Full st 
ey ee Lichfield, B Builder Poy 18 at 12 Off 


Roa, ire ps —_ ae Jaly 17 at 10.30 Shirehall, 
lor 

Rontsson, ag? A ip ane the Yeast Merchant July 
18at 10.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Sumpere, ik. Hanley, Staffs, Riothier July 16 at 8 
Od Reo, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Tarreasaut, Wictram, 2, Tye Lg ee Engineer 
duly 16 at 8 Off Reo, 29, T’ Bradford 

monte, Tuomas, Moss ae Fore'ga 

armed July 14 at Th “, Off Reo, hhyrom &, st, 


Viney, co, "Halifax, Painter July 16 at 12 Off Reo, 
‘own Ha’! chobra, Halifax 

Wurstox, Tuomas Paitir, Southampton, Hairdreser sae 
W at 8.15 Midland Bank chmbre, High at, | Beourite 


Wittax, Grorcr, Shipley, Yorks, fepeis = Traveller 
Jaly 17 at 3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Manchi 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ANDERSON, i Eowix, Hale Lodge, Edgware, Florist 
Barnet Pet Feb12 Ord June 28 
Bixee, Tuomas ng i Manchester, Boots York Pet 
B ag A - a —~ pa Kingston, Surrey Pet 
UTCHER ARLES 2, 
March 24 Ord Jul 
Byrom, James, ‘cheshire, Chandler Birkenhead 
Pet July2 Ord July 2 


Cawtnors, Sauuet, New London st, Ship Agent High 
Court Pet May 23 Ord July 3 

Cook, Toomas WiL.14M, oe, Same, Draper Salford 
Pet July3 Ord July3 

Crovucu, zoRGE, Hockley, Birmingham, Builder 
Birmi Pet May 15" Ord July 3 


Davis, Dora, Leeds, Slipper Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
July3 Ord July 3 
DeAEngineet York Pot uly 3 Gra’ a See 
or! y ms 
Doacetr, Montacur, tham Hill, Leather 
High Court Pet yey 19 Ord July 4 
Dreper, Isapen Janz, = pe Licensed Vict 
Croydon Pet May 31 Ord July 4 
Ex.iott, F, Tamworth, Staffs, Builder Birmingham Pet 
May 21 Ord July 2 
Epwarps, Henry, Walsoken, watch, Tobacconist King’s 
Lynn Pet July2 Ord Jaly 


Epwarps, Masgt, < _ Lodging 
Seger” Poole Pet May 26 Ord Jane 30 
Forster, James, Alnwick, Northumberland, Antique 
Dealer N on Pet July3 Ord July 4 


ay Any, Alnwick, North: rland, Tobacon- 
ewcastle on Tyne Pet July3 Ord July 4 
Harpmays, Jacos, Patricroft, es, Lancs, Butcher 
ord Pet July 4 Kt 
3 Salford, Painter Salford Pet 
une 1 


Jupp, + By yay Andrew’s hill, ors’ 
ae Agent High Court ‘Pet Ma May 2 29 


Karrurronocon, Ferep Rear, rae ae Saddler 
Chesterfield Pet July4 Ord Jul 
Lanz, Gzorcz James Barrett, Bmetin . Marston, nr 
Insurance Agent Frome Pet July2 
Ord July 2 


Hraate, Wrctta, W 





Lioyp, Epwarsp Mozeaxs, Sqeaee Tobace> Dealer 
Lig aol Fada 19 Ord Ji 
and Grorce Wouter, Oldham, Lancs, 
‘Oldham Pet May 24 Ord June 29 


lb. x Epwarp Joux, W Montgomery, Grocer 
Newtown Pet July 2 ay oe ll 2 
Siooaes, 2"Ord’ July 3 Plymouth Pet 
osePu, Camomile a, pre Merchant High Court 
Pet ‘May 3 25 Ord Jul 
Mopp, Pair Hicks, Chichester, Schoolmaster Brighton 
¥ ae Carter Gt 


ey 


July 2 Bord Suly 2 
Noses, Arrave Ricuarp, 
Yarmouth mins Sa 
Oagmerop, Jaues Notr. 
Chesterfield 


. ea, Carrier 
Pet Tuly 3 3 Ord July3 


Paring, Wgaene Assume, ey Fruit Salesman Hast- 
Pet July 4 Ord July 4 

Parmer, Caarces ALFrep, a Signa Writer Green- 
wich Pet July3 Ord Ji 

Pearce, ogg a ing Ord July — house 
Manager High “pet July July 

Pickertne, AAanro: Leicester, eo 
Leicester Pet July 4 July 4 


Roserts, Heyry Jonx, Waterloo, Lancs, Tobacco Dealer 
Pet May5 Ord J 


Ropick, a Louise Carman  laraoed, Gri Jain 
Sopaanes,. vty Reading, Ren gy Ae 


Wittax, Gores, Shipley, Yorks, Commercial Traveller 
Ww or Tandas Howaso, ‘Hoveld, Bristol, Haplier 
ILLIAMS. HOMAS DW. 
Bristol Pet July3 Ord July 3 


ADIUDSUATIOS J se AnD RECEIVING 
R RESCINDED 


Pexvett, Vane ‘ease 4a, Mapiet % 
Rec Ord =r 16, 1995 Adjud 
Rese and Annul Jul, 


dept 1s 16, 








SUMMER 


NORWAY 4 the BALTIC 


CRUISES 





10th August. 


Fares from 


CHRISTIANIA, GOTHENBURG, STOCKHOLM, 
KONIGSBERG, DANTZIG, 
ISLAND OF RUGEN, COPENHAGEN, 
KIEL CANAL, SCHEVENINGEN (for the Hague), &c. 


28 Days. 





By P. & O. cruisinc 





NORTHUMBERLAND AVENUE, | w. C. 
Passages may be booked — { 122, LEADENHALL STREET, E. ; } LONDON. 


6,000 tons. 
6,000 h.p. 


yacot VECTIS 











AW. — Accountant and General Clerk 





ote in Con’ sper Lo —* for r leaving 
Biake Vi Glastonbury. gga nese 
Blake Villa, Glastonbur 

Bawers. OFFICE, kis CRD at A 


COVERED ; UCTION BALERS « ont 
and Railway References. 
AYMOND HOUSE, 32 and 34, = 


*s-road.—Suites of OFFICES to LET, "trom £50 ; 
ANNEXS seven rooms.—Apply, 





Gro. Waymuoura on th 
PAROCHIAL and other Registers at and 


Records Searched, 
W. J. Gapspex (Clerk to hie GJ Festington, of 
Gray’s-inn), 19, Middle-lane, Crouch Ead 


AW.— GREAT SAVING. — 


f te hiloweg 


25 per cent. will be taken off the 

ba A ant od ae 

Abstracts Copied oe wa @ 8 sheet. 

Briefs and Drafts ene a 8 3 per 20 folios. 

Deeds Round Hand .. «. © 2 per folio. 

Deeds Abstracted we 2 pas. 
PAPER p 1."per ‘thest; Deatt, $4. ditto; 
Parchment, 1s. 6d. to ¢a. per akin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.C. 


LAY BOOKS at GREAT SROUCSIONS! | ! 
—<All kinds ¢ es 





for List, Books cent. Discount. 
BOOKS pOvGHT ww. & G. Fores, ioe 
Char Crossroad, WiC. = 





OANS ADVANGED at snedecate interest 
4 oa Jor. Mortgage 
> ssurance on AS ~~ i for 


of the joan 
ments,—A Manacnn, Star Assurance aac th. $a, 


ONEY.— Wanted, £1,000 to £6,000, each 














ad cent, two-thirds value; excellent Freehold 
i iverpoal distri = G Navona & Od. | 


MAD4ME TUSSAUDS EXHIBITION. 
Cnet ont we ee Seale AAeiina, 


TM. THE KING and QUBBN OF SPAIN, 


REALISTIC TABLEAU, REALISTIC TABLEAU 
THE BURNING THE BURNING 
Or be 
Mr. TREE in the character of NERO. 


Music. Afternoon Teas. 
Dee en; chdden wader 28, 02. Open 9 till 20. 

















































RARE recep Asean ree 8 oe 





MTTED Rene 


acting 


AH EO en te 
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PLEASURE CRUISES 
TO NORWAY 


BY THE 


ORIENT COMPANY’S 8.8. “OPHIR,” 
6,814 Tons Reg., 10,000 H.P. 

sth July. Visiting BERGEN, GUDVANGEN 
BALHOLMEN, MUNDAL, LOEN, 


lith Aug. MEROK, NAES, and ODDE. 
13 DAYS’ delightful Cruise for 
2th Aug. 13 GUINEAS and upwards. 





Managers : 

F. GREEN & CO.; ANDERSON, ANDERSON, & CO. 
Head Offices: FENCHURCH AVENUE, LONDON. 
For apply to the latter Firm at 5, Fenchurch- 

avenue, E.C.; or to the West End Branch Office, 28, 
Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


SAILINGS COMMENCED SATURDAY, 2xp JUNE. 








NOTE ALTERATION IN TIMES. 
Week days, 9 a.m. from Old Swan Pier, instead of 9.20. 





DAILY SEA TRIPS 
N#Y¥ PAlAcE 7 SESSs. 


The 
“ROYAL SOVEREIGN ” 
DAILY (except Fridays) from Old Swan Pier, London 
,atSam. (SUNDAYS at 9.29 a.m.) 
Calling wich, Woolwich, and Tilbury. 
Trains: Fench , 9.45a.m. (Sundays 10 a.m.), 
St. Pancras, 9.23a.m. Daily (including Sunday) 


for 
SOUTHEND, MARGATE, & RAMSGATE 
(due back about 8 p m.). 





For Fares -, further particulars apply 
T. E. Barlow, Director and ties 
50, King William-street, E.C. 
IMPERIAL ROYAL 
USTRIAN EXHIBITION, 
EARL’S COURT. 
Under the P; of 
H.B.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 


AN EXHIBITION OF ARTS, INDUSTRIES AND 
MANUFACTURES, 





PE NA AT WORK. 
BAKEEY. DAIRY SAUSAGE 7~ TORY. 

A TRIP THROUGH LOVELY AUSTBRIA. 
GRAND MILITARY AND PROMENADE CONCERTS. 
Band of the 2ist Lancers. 

Mestzozzi’s AB wd Band of 27 Players. 


ROL VILLAGE inthe EMPRESS HALL 
Life in the Mountains — Real Waterfall—Ice Grotto— 
Songs and pe noe Beauties Quartette. 
Great uction. 
> THEATEE— TA BY ee 
Gabor § 


Under of Herr 
GREAT PANOBAMA OF THE BATTLE 01 OF ‘ISEL. 
THE SALT 













































8S. FISHER,{188, Strand, 





BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 


FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Medical Officers. 
Terms - - - - - 1} to 3} Quineas. 
} mile from Station, G.E.R 


Apply to “ Superintendent,” Hillside, Buntiagford. 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical ~~ te = SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D. (Camb.). ona M. RILEY, Assoc. Soe. 


Stud: pd Bam ears’ Experience. 
iy ay Sadmenee. For terms and t -. —4 
apply wis RILEY, or the Principal. 
Te_ecraPHic Appress: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 








Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For my se by ler the Act and privately. 


Yor Terms, &c., a 
» Rees pry D.. HOGG, MRCS. , ke, 


Telephone: P.O. 16, nie 


FIRE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
FUNDS IN HAND - - £2,788,638. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


BY AUTHORITY 








Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 


Seanez Cestivicates, Desentures, &c. ved and 
printed. OrriciaL Seats designed and ec > 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, a re ante’ Ian). E.C. (corner of 
jeants 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND’S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only. 








| BRAND & CO., Limited, MAYFAIR, W. 


ponies STREET, FETTER LANE, LOMDOM, B.¢. 


in Fiaske, price 2/6. 
SOLD EVERYWHERE. 





FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


prinrens, “MITE. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Pasttamertany Biss, Minutes ov Evivence, Booxs ov 
Reresesce, Oratements ov Crain, Answens, &o., ko, 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPHIRARB, 

Ana all General and Commercial Work. 
Every desorlption of Printing, 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
a WEEKLY REPORTER, 





SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1906. 
Messrs. 


His BREAGH, Ga ELLIS, EGERTON, 
ae GALSWORTHY, & CO 
ance that the undermentioned dates have 
Paty for the their cir AUCTION 8 of FREEHOLD, » Copyhold, and 
Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, 
&ec., at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 


Other appointments for intermediate Sales can also be 


Tuesday, July 17 
Thursday, July 26 
Thursday, Au; 


Thursday, November 8 
eaten 2 Thursday, November 22 
Thursday, ber 27 Thursday, December 6 
Thursday, October 11 Thursday, December 13 
A List of forthcoming Sales by Auction is published in 
the advertisement — of “ The Times ” and “ Mom. 
ing Post” every Sa 
Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co, also issue on the ist 
every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO Bi 
ak OR SOLD, comesicing i landed and residential estates, 
houses, town and country 
building land, cy offices and warehouses, ground-rents, 
and investments generally, which will be Nemes free 
of charge. A carefully-revised register of applicants’ 
wants is kept, and “— of requirements are especially 
invited from those i properties, &c., to whom 
particulars of qultehie 5 places are sent from time to time. 
Applications should be made to their Offices, No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, E.C. 


| Thursday, October 25 








To Trustees, Insurance Companies, and others. 
CITY.—A well-secured FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of 
£300 per annum arising out of the important fully. 
licensed premises known as Noon’s Restaurant, 74, 
LUDGATE HILL, The building occupies an extensive 
area in one of g positions in the City, clow 
to Ludgate-circusand St. Paui’s Cathedral, and com — 

excellent ground-floor, basement, and three upper 
AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 

REACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 
will SELL be AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
E.C., on THURSDAY, AUGUST 2, at TWO o'clock 4 
cisely (unless previously dis of by Private Treaty), the 

above high-class INVESTMENT with reversion to the 
a moderately estimated at £1,500 per annum, ia 47 


7"Partieulare, with plan and conditions of sale, may be hai 
of W. Wilding Jones, Esq., Solicitor, Granville House, 
Arundel-street, Strand, W. C ; at the Mart, E.C.; andof 
Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co., 29, Fleet-street, E.C, 





Veal FREESOLD GROUND-RENTS, with Reversion 
to the Rack-rents within 11 years, most amply secured 
upon f£hops and Business Premises occupying an estab- 
lished tr: <* BR a off HIGH STREET, 
CAMDEN TOW 
\AREBROTHER, “ELLIS, EGERTON, 
EACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 
will SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, E.C.,on THURSDAY, AUGUST 2, ‘1906, at TWO 
o’clock precisely, FREEHOLD GROUND - RENTS, 
qmoentior to £41 4s. per annum, in Lots, as follows, viz, :— 








Estimated 
+ Ground-rent 

Property. |Rack-rent 

S\per annum, | per ana. 
1} £10 0 |Nos.5,6,and7,Park-street ...| £150 
2) 1 0 |No. 8, Park-street .. ons ieal 7 
3 4 0 No. 13, Park-street ove onal 60 
4 4 0 |\No. 21, Park-street owe oo | 70 
5| 5 5 No. 12° Park-street ie | 70 
6 40 \Nos. 14, 15, 16, & 17, Park- street! 250 
7) 215 |Nos. 19, 194, and 20, Park -stzost 200 
8 1 0 |No. 22, Park-street ove -| 70 
9 5 0 |No. 23, Park-street ooo 6 
10} 4 4 |No. 4, Park-street - = 60 
#41 4 | a 1,060 





Particulars, with in ann conditions of sale, may be had 
of Messrs. Henry aa, & | & Brown, Solicitors, Bank- 
street, Sheffield ; at the BMart;’and of Mesare, Farebrother, 
Ellis, & Co., 29, ’Fleet-street, 















Solicitors’ Brief Bags. 


yrom 7/@ “acu. 
Mitaetrated Liet Free on applioation. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Lid., 





191 & 192, PLEET STREET, LONDON, B.C. 








